EPA/ROD/R04-95/246
1995

EPA Superfund
Record of Decision:

WOOLFOLK CHEMICAL WORKS, INC.
EPA ID: GADO0032695/8

Ou 02

FORT VALLEY, GA

09/29/1995



Text :

<I MG SRC 0495246>

RECORD CF DECI SI ON

SUMVARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VE SELECTI ON

WOOLFOLK CHEM CAL WORKS SI TE

FORT VALLEY, PEACH COUNTY, CECRA A

OPERABLE UNI T #2: CONTAM NATI ON OF SO L ON PRCPERTI ES
BETWEEN MARTI N LUTHER KI NG DRI VE AND QAK STREET

PROPOSED FOR A REDEVELOPMVENT PRQIECT

PREPARED BY

U S. ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

REG ON |V

ATLANTA, GEORG A



DECLARATI ON
of the
RECORD OF DECI SI ON

WOOLFOLK CHEM CAL WORKS SI TE
Qperable Unit Two: Soil Contam nation of MK/ Cak Street Properties Proposed
for a Redevel opnent Proj ect

SI TE NAVE AND LOCATI ON
Wool fol k Chem cal Works Superfund Site, Fort Valley, Peach County, Ceorgia
STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent (Record of Decision) presents a selected renedial action for Qperable
Unit (QU) #2 at the Wolfol k Chem cal Wrks Site, Fort Valley, Ceorgia, devel oped in accordance
wi th the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA),
as anended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), 42 U. S. C. Section
9601 et seq., and to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan, (NCP), 40 CFR Part
300. This decision is based on the adninistrative record for QU #2 at the Wol fol k Chem cal
Works Superfund Site ("the Site").

The State of Georgia, as represented by the Georgia Environnental Protection Division (&GEPD),
has been the support agency during the Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study process for
the Site. In accordance with 40 CFR 300.430, as the support agency, GEPD has provi ded i nput
during this process. The State of Georgia has deferred to EPA on efficacy of the selected

r ermredy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances from QU #2 at the Wolfolk Site, if not
addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may
present an immnent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare and/or the

envi ronnent .

DESCRI PTI ON OF SELECTED REMEDY

This operable unit is the second of three planned operable units at the Wolfolk Site. QU #1
addressed the contam nation of groundwater, while QU #2 will address contami nation of soils in a
proposed redevel opment project to be inplenented on properties on Martin Luther King Drive and
QCak Street in Fort Valley, GA. QU #3 wi |l address renmining contam nated soils, surface/storm
wat er, structures, and sedinent at the Site.

Due to the past renoval actions at the site, limted further action will be required on the
thirteen (13) properties proposed for a redevel opnent project as discussed in this Record of
Decision (ROD). In order to inplenment this renedy, EPA will require:

! |and use consistent with the proposed redevel opment plan for the new Peach County Library
Bui | di ng;

! |and use consistent with the renovation of two existing structures |ocated at 201 Cakl and
Hei ghts and 202 Cak Street for the purpose of an office building and an adult education center,
respectively; and,



! placenent of institutional controls to ensure that future land use i s non-residential and
groundwat er beneath the site cannot be used for any purpose as stipulated in this Record of
Deci si on.

EPA has entered into a Prospective Purchaser Agreement with the Peach County Libraries Board,
the Fort Vall ey Redevel opment Authority, and the Peach County Chanber of Commerce. The ROD is
based on the assunption that proposed properties will be transferred to these entities and

redevel oped for use as a library, an office building, and an adult-education center. |If this
proj ect does not proceed, it will be necessary to reviewthis record of decision. Progress of
t he redevel opnent project and whether or not the renedy remains protective willl be periodically

revi ewed by EPA
STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with federal and
state requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate, and is
cost-effective. The renedy utilizes pernanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies
to the extent practicable, although it does not satisfy the preference for treatnent due to the
limted volunme and concentration of the contamnation. Finally, inplenentation of QU #1 actions
will require groundwater to be punped and treated if contamination is found beneath the QU #2
properties above the performance standards set in QU #1.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining at the Site, a review wll be
conducted within five years after commencenent of the remedial action and, thereafter, to ensure
that the renedy continues to provide adequate protection of hunman health and the environnent.
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Record of Decision
Qperable Unit #2

Wool fol k Chemical Wirks Site
Fort Valley, Georgia

1.0 SITE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Wool fol k Chemical Wrks Site is located in Fort Valley, Peach County, Georgia, and includes
approxi mately 31 acres including the former Wol fol k Chem cal Wirks plant and surroundi ng areas
where contam nati on has spread. Businesses operating on the property of the fornmer Wol fol k

pl ant include SurePack, Inc., Georgia Ag Chem Inc., and the Marion Al len Insurance and Realty
Conpany. Canadyne- Georgi a Corporation (CGC) also owns a one acre parcel of Site property but
does not nmintain an active business at the Site. SurePack, Inc. continues to formulate
package, and war ehouse various organic pesticides that are used prinarily in the | awn and garden
mar ket but al so by peach growers.

The Wholfolk Site is located in an area with m xed commerci al and residential uses. Residences
are located to the west, south, and east, with hones to the southeast adjoining a pecan orchard
Several businesses and light industries are |located along the north, northwest, and east ends of
the former plant, including the Norfolk Southern Railroad tracks and station

For an area Location map and general Site nmap, see Figures 1.1 and 1.2, respectively.

<I MG SRC 0495240B>
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2.0 SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

Since the 1920's, the Wolfolk facility has been used for the producti on and packagi ng of
organi c and inorganic insecticides (including arsenic and | ead-based products), pesticides, and

herbicides. During World War Il an inorganic internmediate (arsenic trichloride) was reportedly
produced at the facility for the War Production Board. Production was expanded during the
1950's to include the formulation of various organi c pesticides, including DDT, |indane

t oxaphene, and other chlorinated pesticides. These organic pesticides and other insecticides
and herbici des were formul ated, packaged, or warehoused at the facility.

The J. W Wool fol k Conpany owned and operated the Wolfolk Facility from 1926 until 1941, when
it dissolved and conveyed its assets to Wol fol k Chem cal Wrks, Ltd. Wol fol k Chem cal Wrks
Ltd., reorgani zed into the corporati on Wol fol k Chem cal Wrks, Inc., in 1972. |In 1977
Reichold, Limted acquired all of the stock of Wholfolk Chem cal Wrks, Inc. pursuant to a stock
purchase agreenent. The stock purchase agreenent was assi gned to Canadyne Corporation, a wholly
owned subsidiary of Reichold, Limted. |In 1984, Wol fol k Chenmical Wrks, Inc., changed its name
to Canadyne- CGeorgia Corporation (C3C). Also in 1984, assets of Wolfol k Chem cal Wrks, Inc.
were sold to the predecessor of Peach County Properties, Inc. (PCPlI). PCPl is the current owner
of nmost of the former Wool fol k property, and has | eased nost of the property to its affiliate
Sur ePack, Inc., which has fornul ated and packaged pesticides at tF, e facility since 1984.

Anot her portion of the property is |leased to CGeorgia Ag. Chem cal s, whi ch operates a warehouse
and distribution facility. CGC currently retains the title to a one acre parcel of the facility
used as a landfill. Marion Allen Insurance and Realty Conpany al so owns one parcel |ocated
northwest of the operating facility. (See Figure 1.2).

In 1986-87, Reichold, Limted funded an interimsoil renediation at the Wolfolk facility, with
Appl i ed Engi neering Sciences (AES) serving as constructi on nmanager. The major renediation
activities consisted of denolishing several buildings and excavating approxi mately 3, 700 cubic



yards of soil contami nated with a conbined | ead and arsenic concentration above 10, 000 ny/kg.

Al soil with contamination |evels above this concentration was di sposed of at a pernitted
hazardous waste landfill in Enelle, Alabama. Qher soils and debris were di sposed of underneath
an on-site cap on property currently owned by CBC. CQC infornmed the Georgia Environnenta
Protection Division (EPD) of the investigations and cleanup activities. In August 1987, AES
submtted a docunent to EPD entitled "d eanup Report for the Fornmer Wol fol k Chem cal Wrks
Plant Facility" which sumrmari zed renedial activities conducted at the facility. In 1986, the

U S. Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA) began an investigation of the release or potential

rel ease of hazardous substances at the facility and requested all analytical data pertaining to
the facility. This investigation led to the proposal to add the Site to the National Priorities
List (NPL) in June 1988. In April 1989, EPA notified potentially responsible parties (PRPs) of
their potential liability under CERCLA for response costs incurred at the Site. In April 1990
EPA and CGC conpl eted negotiations on an Adm nistrative Order on Consent (AQCC) for a Renedi al
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RIFFS). The ACC was signed on April 24, 1990. |In August 1990
the Wholfolk facility was placed on the NPL.

The Remedi al Investigation was submtted to EPA by Canadyne-CGeorgia i n Novenber 1992. The R
was perforned to docunent the nature and extent of contam nation for affected nedia, including
soils, groundwater, surface/stormwater, sedinments and air. The objective of the Rl was to
gather sufficient information to devel op ri sk managenent options and renedial alternatives that
are appropriate for the site. The risk nanagenent options are presented in the Baseline R sk
Assessment whi ch was subnitted to EPA in Novenber 1992. In 1993, the site was divided into two
Operable Units (QU); QU #1 for groundwater, and QU #2 for the remaining contam nated areas. The
remedi al alternatives for groundwater are presented in the Final Feasibility Study (FS) which
was submtted to EPA in Decenber 1993. A Record of Decision for QU #1, G oundwater, was issued
on March 25, 1994. In April 1995, EPA further divided the site into QU #2 for redevel opnent
properties, and QU #3 for remaining portions of the site. CGC submtted a revised FS Addendum
(FSA) in May, 1995. |In conjunction with the RI/FS, bench scale treatability tests were
perforned for the soils and groundwater at the site. The results of these tests

were used to support the findings of the FS and the FSA

During the RI/FS, arsenic contamnation was found in soils in residential yards near the

Whol folk facility. The renoval of residential soil contam nation, teloration of some residents
together with denolition of a dioxin contamnated on-facility building, is being conpleted
pursuant to an Unilateral Administrative Order for Renoval Response activities issued by EPA to
CC&C, Reichold, Limted, and Canadyne Corporation on Decenber 1, 1993. Only CGC has conplied
with the Order to date.

As mentioned, EPA issued a Record of Decision for the Qperable Unit #1, G oundwater on March 25
1994. Canadyne Corporation, Reichold Limted, and Canadyne Georgia were issued an Unilatera
Adm nistrative Order to conplete the Renedi al Design/Renedial Action on May 23, 1994. Only
Canadyne-Georgia is conplying with the Order by inplenenting the on-going Renedi al Design
activities.

3.0 H GHLIGHTS OF COWUN TY PARTI CI PATI ON

EPA has nade significant efforts to insure that interested parties have been kept inforned and
given an opportunity to provide input on activities at the Wol fol k Chem cal Wrks site. EPA

has been working with the community surroundi ng the Wol fol k Chemi cal Wrks since 1990. In
Sept enber 1990, press releases informng the community about the NPL listing of the site were
rel eased. Subsequent interviews were held that Fall to devel op a Conmunity Rel ations Pl an

(CRP). The information repository was established in Cctober 1990, at the Thonms Public
Li brary, 213 Persons Street, Fort Valley, CGeorgia. The CRP, which was finalized in Novenber
1990, has been placed in the information repository. In January 1991, EPA held a public neeting



to discuss the start of the RI/FS

In July 1993, EPA issued a press rel ease and fact sheet on the findings of the R study
regarding soil contam nation and health precautions recommended by the Agency for Toxic

Subst ances and Di sease Registry (ATSDR). On August 2-3, 1993, EPA conducted door-to door visits
to the potentially affected residents to further distribute the fact sheet and extend our
invitation to an availability session. The availability session, held on August 3, 1993

di scussed the results of the R study and ATSDR s recommendati ons far health precautions. Fifty
peopl e attended the session which was hosted by EPA, GAEPD, and ATSDR  Representatives of CGC
were al so present

EPA' s Energency Response and Renoval Branch has determned the extent their required actions for
contam nation in a drainage corridor extending south of the plant. EPA has excavated the
majority of the contam nated soils fromresidential properties, and supervised the destruction
of an on-site dioxin contam nated building (Building E). Five sanpling events of soils in
residents' yards have occurred to date with results subsequently explained in neetings with the
public. CGCis conplying with an Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO requiring the

di sassoci ation of the affected residents fromcontam nated soils and destruction/renoval of
Bui Il ding E.

EPA has issued the ROD for QU #1 after allowing for public participation through the Proposed
Pl an and Public Comment period. The Proposed Plan for QU#1l was issued January 18, 1994 and
public comment was sought from January 18 through February 17, 1994. A public neeting was al so
hel d during this comment period on February 1, 1994. A Responsiveness Summary was prepared and
publ i shed as an appendi x to the QU #1 Record of Decision

Throughout the Renoval and Renedial process citizens of Fort Valley, as represented by the
Techni cal Assistance Goup (TAG, have expressed the concern of inadequate infornation being

di ssem nated by EPA to the public. EPA had nade avail able the public repository and the nonies
for the TAG Grant, but it was suggested that this was not adequate to get a full understanding
of the Superfund process. 1In order to further the exchange of information between EPA and the
community, EPA devel oped a Community Information Exchange Group. This group of 11

communi ty-sel ected representatives has net in a public forumto discuss the activities of the
Whol folk Site related to QU #2 and QU #3. The series of neetings has allowed in-depth

di scussions of the renedial alternatives and provided infornmation to both EPA and the community
relating to activities at this site prior to the fornmal proposed plan process

The Feasibility Study Addendum (FSA), the Proposed Plan, and the Admi nistrative Record (AR) for
QU #2 were released to the public on June 15, 1995. The FSA and the Proposed Pl an were made
avail able in both the AR naintained in the EPA Region IV Docket Room and the infornation
repository at the site. The notice of availability of these docunents and the AR was published
on July 19, 1995 in various |local publications. A public comment period was held fromJuly 19
1995 to Septenber 15, 1995. In addition a public neeting was held on August 29, 1995. At this
neeting representatives fromEPA and the State of Georgia answered questions about issues at the
site and the renedial alternatives under consideration. Responses to the conments received
during this coment period are presented in the responsiveness summary in Appendix A of this
docunent .

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF CPERABLE UNI TS

As mentioned in Section 2.0, EPA has organi zed the work at this Superfund Site into three
operable units (OJs). The operable units are

1 QU #1: Contam nation of the groundwater



1 QU #2: Contamination of the soils on properties |ocated on Martin Luther King Drive and Cak
Street which are proposed for redevel opnent; and,

1 QU #3: Contamnation of remmining soils, surface/stormwater, sedinents, house dust, and

structures.

Only limted action is needed at QU #2 due to the past renoval actions which have taken place on
these properties, and assum ng the use of the properties in a non-residential redevel opnent
program The renoval actions addressed contami nation of the soils frompast practices at the
Site. The purpose of this QUis to ensure protection of hunman health and the environnent while
enabl i ng redevel opment of the QU #2 properties consistent with the renediation efforts for the
other QUs. In the event that a redevel opment project does not occur on these properties, this
Record of Decision (ROD) will need to be re-evaluated. QU #1 initiated groundwater delineation
coll ection of data on aquifer response for renediation, and the restoration of groundwater to
prevent possible future exposure to contam nated groundwater. The planned QU #3 will address
the remai ni ng sources of contami nation at the Site which shall include soils, surface/storm

wat er, sedi ments, house dust, and structures.

Thirteen (13) properties have been proposed for construction of a new library building and
renovation of two renmining structures for an adult education center and an office building.
Local contributions to the project are being reserved by C3C to supplenent a State grant applied
for by the Peach County Libraries Board to fund the library construction and buil di ng renovati on
project. Should the grant be awarded, construction of the library will begin in 1996. The Fort
Val | ey Redevel opnent Authority has al so obtai ned funds fromthe Departnent of Transportation for
renovation of the another building. A Prospective Purchaser Agreenent (PPA) has been entered
bet ween EPA and the Peach County Public Libraries, Fort Valley Redevel opnent Authority, and the
Peach County Chanber of Commerce protecting the proposed future owners fromliability for past
contami nation and provides for access to the site and non-residential use of the properties.

5.0 SUWARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS
The nmajor Site characteristics presented in the RIFFS Study are summari zed bel ow.
5.1 CEOLOGY/ PHYSI OGRAPHY

! The Site is located in downtown Fort Valley, which has a popul ation of approxi mately 9, 000
people. Surrounding land use is classified as industrial, comercial, and residential. The
majority of the former Wolfolk facility consists of buildings, storago tanks, and stockpiles of
equi pnrent. A pecan orchard | ocated on the southern portion of the facility is fenced

Resi dential properties border this fence to the south and east.

! To the northeast ofthe former Wolfolk facility, eighteen (18) properties were contani nated
by past activities. Under the Renoval programthese properties were either bought and fenced by
CCGC, or cleaned to a standard set by the renoval programfor clean-up of residential properties.
Thirteen (13) of these properties have been bought and nost of the buildings have been razed.

!  These properties have been fenced and proposed for non-residential redevel opnent. The
properties which had soils contam nated with arseni ¢ above 100 ppm were cl eaned by renoving the
soils for final disposal at an off-site landfill.

! The Woffolk Site is located in what is physiographically known as the Fort Valley Plateau
District. This district lies within the Coastal Plain Providence of Georgia just south of the
"fall line," which marks the boundary between the Pi ednont and Coastal Plain Provinces. This
district is characterized by broad, flat to very gently rolling surfaces, sloping gently to the
southeast. Surface soils are noderately drained and generally consist of sandy and silty clays



to clayey and silty sands.

1 Several southeast flow ng creeks dissect the Fort Valley Plateau District. It is bounded to
the west by the Flint River and on the east by the Gcnul gee River. Al though the Flint River
borders this district along its western boundary, alnost the entire district lies within the
drai nage basin of the Ccnulgee River. Surface runoff leaving the Facility is collected by the
Cty's stormsewer system The stormwater flows generally to the east, southeast and south

di scharging to a series of local creeks within 1 mle fromthe facility. These creeks di scharge
to Mosy Creek approxinmately 7.5 mles to the east and into Big Indian OGreek approxi mately 4
mles to the southeast.

1 Topography at the Site has |land surface el evations which vary from 516 feet above mean sea
level (MsL) at the northern end of the Site to 510 feet above MSL to the south. The slope is
generally around 1 percent. A man-nade nmound (cap) installed during an interimclean-up by CGC,
approxi mately 170 feet by 300 feet, with a naxi mum el evati on of 520 feet above MSL, has been
constructed at the north central portion of the Site. The cap consists of, fromtop to bottom
grass, 24-inches of topsoil, a filtering geotextile, 12-inches of granular drainage material, a
30-m | H gh Density Pol yethyl ene (HDPE) flexible nenbrane Iiner (FM.), 24-inches of conpacted
clay, and geotextile fabric on the subbase to the conpacted cl ay.

5.2 HYDROGEOLOGY

! The Site is underlain by several hundred feet of unconsolidated sedi nents consisting of

i nterbedded | ayers of sand, silt, and clay. (See Figure 5-1 of the RCD for QU #1). For
sinplification purposes, EPA has divided these into four main units which are called the
Surficial Aquifer, the Upper Cretaceous (UC) Water Table Aquifer, the UC Confined Aquifer, and
the Tuscal oosa Aquifer. The R, the FS approved for QU #1, and the Record of Decision for QU #1
present a nore in-depth discussion of the aquifers.

1 Under the EPA groundwater classification system groundwater in the surficial aquifer and
the Upper COretaceous aquifers is considered Cass IIb groundwater (a potential drinking water
source), while ground water in the Tuscal oosa aquifer is considered dass Ila groundwater (a
current source of drinking water).

! The direction of the groundwater flowin the surficial aquifer is generally toward the
sout heast. Leakage occurs through the surficial perching unit fromthe surficial aquifer into
the Upper Cretaceous sedinents bel ow

! The water table in the Upper Cretaceous aquifer indicates that groundwater flows generally to
the north and northeast beneath nost of the Site and to the east in the southeast portion of the
Site.

! The hydraulic head contours in the Upper Cretaceous confined aquifer generally conformto
those of the Upper Cretaceous water table aquifer, indicating that groundwater flows prinmarily
to the northeast and east. There is also a conponent of the flow toward the northwest in the
Upper Cretaceous confined aquifer, along the northwest side of the Site. Hydraulic heads in the
Upper Cretaceous confined aquifer are typically bel ow those of the water table, indicating
vertical groundwater flow fromthe Upper Cretaceous water table aquifer into the Upper
Cretaceous confined aquifer.

! Hydraulic head neasurements in the Tuscal oosa aquifer beneath nost of the Site indicate
groundwat er flow toward the southeast. These neasurenents al so show a reversal in groundwater
flow direction in and beyond the northwestern part of the facility. The direction of flow
toward the northwest is consistent with the expected effects of punping groundwater fromthe



Tuscal oosa aquifer by the Gty of Fort Valley's wells

! Plune delineation efforts for the properties proposed for redevel opment is currently
underway in accordance with the QU #1 ROD and Renedi al Design Wrk Plan. The flow directions
are assuned to be simlar to the flowdirectly beneath the forner Wolfolk facility. Should
groundwat er contam nati on be found beneath these properties, it will be addressed as part of QU
#1.

! Hydraulic and lithol ogical data indicate the potential for groundwater flow vertically
downward beneath the forner Wolfolk facility. The general nature of the perched surficial unit
nmakes it likely for the groundwater to | eak downward through this unit. Downward flow is al so
indicated by a conparison of the hydraulic-head gradients of the Upper Cretaceous Aquifers and
t he Tuscal oosa Aquifer.

5.3 MEDI A CONTAM NATI ON

In a baseline risk assessment addendum suppl enented by EPA revised risk cal cul ati ons, discussed
in Section 6.0, EPA required evaluation of the risks associated with the contam nated soils on
the QU #2 properties. Using the pre-renoval data fromthese properties, EPA established that
the contam nants of concern for the soils are:

I norganics: arsenic, |ead;

Sem -vol atile organics: benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a) pyrene, benzo(b and/or k)fl uoranthene;
and, Pesticides: Aldrin, BHC (al pha, beta, delta, gama), Chlordane (al pha, gamm), DDE, DDT,
Dieldrin, Endosulfan (I and I1), Heptachlor, Heptachl or epoxi de, Methoxychlor, PCB-1254 and
Toxaphene.

5.3.1 SO L CONTAM NATI ON

I At the Wolfolk Site, two series of soils are identified: The Greenville series and the

G ady Series. The Greenville Series soil commonly has a 4- to 8-inch surface |layer of dark
reddi sh-brown or dark brown fine sandy | oamand a subsoil of dark red, friable sandy clay. The
Gady Series soil has a dark gray to black fine sandy | oamor sandy clay |oam surface |ayer (5
to 10 feet) and a subsoil of firmgray clay that is sometinmes nottl ed.

! During the R, several pesticides (toxaphene, DDD, DDE, DDT, dieldrin, BHCs), arsenic, and

|l ead were detected in both surface (0 to 1 foot) and subsurface (generally 1 to 8 feet) soil
sanpl es collected fromlocations on and off the forner Wolfolk plant site. Areas with el evated
concentration of one or nore of these constituents include the tank farm Area A cap, Building
W Building S, west boundary of Marion Allen Insurance and Realty conpany property, and the area
northeast of the |inmehouse (See Figure 1-2 Fromthe Renedial Investigation dated Novenber,

1992).

! |n general, the R found that volatile and sem vol atile organic conpounds were not detected
as frequently as arsenic, lead, or pesticides in either the surface or subsurface soil sanples.
In addition, the concentrations of volatile and semvol atile organic conpounds were | ower than
the other constituents.

! The renmediation for soils will, for the nost part, be addressed in QU #3. Only those
portions of the site which are part of the redevel opnent project between Martin Luther King
(MLK) and Qak Streets are addressed as part of QU #2.

! The delineation and removal of residential soil contamnation is being conpleted pursuant to
a UAO issued by EPA to CGC on Decenber 1, 1993. Residential properties were sanpled as part of



the Renmoval Order. Soils sanples were taken fromO to 6 inches and tested for inorganics,
extractabl e organics, and pesticides/PCB s. These anal yses were conducted to enabl e detection
of chemicals present in on-facility surface soils which were above the 1x10-6 excess cancer risk
level in the Baseline R sk Assessnent.

1 Based on the results of EPA's renoval sanpling activities, EPA s Emergency Response and
Renmoval Branch defined an area of concern which woul d require disassociation of the residents
fromcontam nated soil under the renoval order. The area had m xed residential, comercial and
industrial land use. For the properties between MK and Qak Streets, the prinmary contam nant
was found to be arsenic

1 ocaCelected to conply with the Renoval Order's requirement that residents be di sassoci at ed
from contam nati on by purchasing and fencing the QU #2 properties currently proposed for
redevel opment because arsenic contam nati on was found above the renoval perfornance standard.
CGC al so renoved the majority of the structures on these properties along with portions of the
soils with arsenic contam nati on above 100 ppm (the prelimnarily cal cul ated heal t h- based
standard for non-residential properties). After the renoval activities, the maxi num
concentration of arsenic remaining was found to be 74 ng/kg with an average concentration for
all the properties of 40 ny/ kg

1 A summary of the contanminants of concern for the surface soils (approx. 0-6 inches) of the
QU #2 properties is presented in Table 6-1

5.3.2 GCROUNDWATER CONTAM NATI ON

1 @oundwater contamination is outlined in the ROD for QU #1. The groundwater contami nation
levels for each of the aquifers at this Site are presented in Table 6-1 of the ROD for QU #1

The performance standards (levels required to attain groundwater renediation) are established in
Table 6-9 of the QU #1 ROD. A conparison of these two tables gives a view of the contam nation
at the site. Goundwater activities under QU #1 are currently in the Renedi al Design stage.

1 The levels of contanination exceed the performance standards established in the QU #1 ROD in
the surficial, Upper Cretaceous (UC) water table, and UC confined aquifers. Trace contani nants
have been detected directly beneath the site in the Tuscal oosa aquifer although recent sanpling
has indicated no detection of chemcals. The Gty of Fort Valley water wells, which draw water
fromthe Tuscal oosa aquifer, have never shown any neasurable | evels of contam nation

1 Ppotential groundwater contanination beneath the redevel opment properties is currently being
delineated as part of QU #1, Renedial Design. |If contamnation is found beneath these
properties it will be addressed as part of QU #1. Al actions with respect to redevel opnent of
these properties nmust be consistent with the activities under all QUs at the site, including the
desi gn of a potential extraction system should groundwater contam nati on be di scovered beneath

t hese properties.

5.3.3 SURFACE WATER AND SEDI MENT CONTAM NATI ON

! The R sanpling results indicated that surface/stormwater flowing off-site contained only
trace | evels of DDT, benzoic acid, and pentachl orophenol. No sedi nent sanpling was conducted on
the redevel opnent properties due to the limted area of the QU #2 properties and the grass cover
which currently' exists on these properties limting stormwater discharge fromthe properties

! The R results of sediment sanpling fromthe former X, Wool folk facility indicated that
pesticide concentrations, with the exception of toxaphene, are generally higher on the facility
t han downstream (i ntersection of Preston and Spruce streets). Toxaphene concentrations were



detected at levels up to 12 ng/ kg downstream and were detected in three out of four sanples

t hroughout the stormater conveyance system The inorganic constituent results of the sedi nent
sanpl es indicated that arsenic |evels were generally higher on the facility than upstream or
downstream No consistent pattern was observed with the lead results

I EPAis currently assessing the extent of the contamination downstream fromthe stornmmater
conveyance systemdi scharge at Spruce Street. To date, arsenic contam nation has been found to
extend one-half mle past this discharge

! The final renedial action for surface/stormwater and sediment contaninant fromthe facility
will be addressed in a future ROX(S).

5.3.4 STRUCTURE CONTAM NATI ON

1 Building Wand Building E at the fornmer Wolfolk facility were constructed primarily of wood
and sheet netal, with wood flooring. Chem cals have been absorbed within the wood floors and
have m grated through the floors to the underlying soils. Also, the wood rafters in Building W
have pesticide dust on themas a result of using this building to nake pesticides in powder
form Building Wis located on the Georgia Ag Chemproperty to the west of the former Wol fol k
plant. Organic pesticides were fornmul ated and packaged in the building. Building E was | ocated
at the east end of the forner Wolfolk plant. Elevated |evels of arsenic, |ead

pent achl or ophenol, and dioxin were found in soil sanples taken fromthe area beneath and

adj acent to Building E during the Renedial Investigation.

! From 1978 to 1979, several 30- and 55-gallon drums of silvex were brought into Building E and
repackaged in pint and quart containers. Sone of the silvex, which contained 2,3,7, 8-

t etrachl or odi benzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) as a contami nant, was di sposed on the wood floors, resulting
in localized contam nation of the floors and underlying soil with silvex, TCDD, 2,4-

di chl or ophenoxyacetic acid and 2,4, 5-trichl orophenoxyacetic acid

! Building E has been denolished by OGC under EPA's oversight pursuant to a Unilatera

Adm ni strative Oder issued by EPA to CGC, Reichold, Limted, and Canadyne Corporation. Debris
fromthis denolition remains on-site in a roll-off container, resting on a concrete sl ab,
covered by a corrugated sheet netal roof, and surrounded by a 6-foot chain link fence. The
roll-offbox is located inside the fence of the existing cap. The debris could not be disposed
of because there is no disposal facility permitted to accept naterial with el evated | evels of

di oxi n and arseni c contam nation

1 Building Wand the debris fromBuilding E will be addressed in OU #3.

5.3.5 Al R CONTAM NATI ON

I Atotal of 24 chenicals were detected in on-site air samples taken during R sanpling
consisting of 6 volatile organics, 4 sem-volatile organics, 12 pesticides/herbicides, and 2
inorganics (lead and arsenic).

1 Air contanmination will be addressed in QU #3

6.0 SUWARY OF SITE RI SKS

CERCLA directs EPA to conduct a baseline risk assessnent to determ ne whether an NPL Site poses
a current or potential future threat to human health and the environnment in the absence of any

remedi al action. The baseline risk assessnent provides the basis for determ ning whether or not
remedi al action is necessary and the justification for performng renedial action



The Remedial Investigation (R) and Baseline Ri sk Assessnent (BRA) have determ ned the nedia
contam nated by the chemicals of concern. In a previous ROD issued in March 1994, QU #1
addressed contamination of the groundwater. QU #2 will address soil contamination on a portion
of the properties between MLK Drive and Qak Street which are proposed for redevel opnent. QU #3
wi Il address the renaining contam nated nedi a

The Final BRA of the Site was submitted by C3C in Novenber 1992. Based on the results of the
BRA and the R, EPA conducted further sanpling of residential properties under the Renova
Programin 1993 and 1994. EPA determi ned that sanples would need to be analyzed for a full scan
of inorganic, sem-volatile, pesticide and PCB chem cals. EPA ordered CGC to di sassoci ate
residents fromthe soils exceeding action levels. CGC purchased the affected OJ /2 properties
denol i shed nost of the former structures, renoved soil with arsenic concentrati ons above 100
ppm and fenced the properties

In June 1995, EPA asked CGC to devel op an addendumto the BRA to determine the risks associat ed
with current and proposed future non-residential use of the QU #2 properties. The BRA Addendum
summari zed the anal ytical reports of the pre-renoval soil sanples for all of the non-residentia
properties. In devel oping the ROD, EPA decided that only those proposed non-residentia
properties which will be redevel oped into the library project would be addressed in this ROD.
Usi ng the exposure assunptions presented in the BRA, EPA revised the data summaries, the average
daily intakes, the associated risks, and the soil action levels in order to be consistent with
this ROD. Table 6-1 is a review of the pre-renoval analytical results, as devel oped by EPA, for
only those properties associated with the redevel opnent project.

The BRA Addendumidentified the receptors and pathways for both current and proposed future
scenari os. The current scenario receptors considered by EPA were on-site trespassers, off-site
residents, and a mai ntenance worker required to nmaintain the fenced properties or provi de work
on the remai ning structures. The proposed future use of the property is for the two existing
structures to be renovated into an office building and an adult education center, and for a
library structure and parking lot to be constructed on the vacant lots. The four receptors
consi dered by EPA are the patrons of the proposed facilities, the nmaintenance worker, the
construction worker, and the office workers/librarians. The pathways for each of these
receptors considered by EPA were inhalation, ingestion, and dernal contact.

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Qperable Unit, if not addressed
by i nplenmenting the response action selected in this ROD, nmay present an immnent and
substantial endangernment to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

6.1 CHEM CALS CF CONCERN

The chemicals of concern (COCs) for O were chosen based on three criteria: conparison with
background | evel s, conparison with USEPA soil screening | evels, and know edge of past activities
as a pesticide formulator carried out by the former Wolfolk facility. The baseline risk
assessnent addendum i ncl uded endrin ketone as a contam nant of concern (COC) because it net one
of the three criteria. However, health-based values do not exist to establish a health-based
remedi ation |level for endrin ketone. The concentration of endrin ketone on the QU #2 properties
are not believed to pose an unacceptable health risk. This was determ ned by conparing
heal t h-based val ues for the parent conpound, endrin, to the nmaxi numconcentration of endrin
ketone on the site. Since the maxi numconcentrati on of endrin ketone was three orders of

nmagni tude | ower than the heal t h-based val ues for endnn, endfin ketone was elimnated as a
contam nant of concern for the QU #2 properti es.

6.2 EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT



Whet her a chemical is actually a concern to human health and the environnment depends not only on
the innate toxicity but also upon the likelihood of exposure, i.e. whether the exposure pat hway
is currently conplete or could be conplete in the future. A conplete exposure pathway (a
sequence of events leading to contact with a chemical) is defined by the foll owing four

el enent s:

A source and nechani smof release fromthe source

A transport nedium (e.g. surface water,) and mechani sns of migration through the
medi um

The presence or potential presence of a receptor at the exposure point, and

A route of exposure (ingestion, inhalation, dermal absorption).



Tabl e 6-1: Contami nants of Concern for Surface Soils of Cperable Unit #2

Chem cal (Al values ng/kg) Arithmetic Mean 95% UCL Maxi mum
I nor gani cs

Arsenic 49. 74 65.7 180
Lead 242. 37 336 570
Sem vol atile O ganics

Benzo( a) ant hracene 0.53 0.84 4.45
Benzo( a) pyr ene 0.56 0.92 4.45
Benzo(b and/ or k)fl uoranthene 0.63 0.79 4.45
Pesti ci des

Aldrin 0. 004 0. 006 0. 022
BHC- al pha 0. 003 0. 005 0. 012
BHC- bet a 0. 028 0. 046 0.33
BHC del ta 0.012 0.019 0. 13
BHC- gamma 0. 005 0. 006 0. 043
Chl or dane- al pha 0.19 1.82 1.15
Chl or dane- gamra 0.22 0.85 1.6
DDE 0.93 2.77 5.6
DDT 1.03 4.43 4.5
Dieldrin 0.29 1.72 1.5
Endosul fan | 0. 013 0. 007 0.16
Endosul fan 1|1 0. 008 0.018 0.03
Hept achl or 0. 005 0. 007 0.02
Hept achl or epoxi de 0.12 0.31 1.0
Met hoxychl or 0.03 0. 05 0.12
PCB- 1254 0.079 0.14 0. 46
Toxaphene 0.5 0.92 3.4



If all four elements are present, the pathway is consi dered conpl ete.

An eval uation was undertaken of all potential exposure pathways which coul d connect chem ca
sources at the Site with potential receptors. Al possible pathways were first hypothesized and
eval uated for conpl eteness using EPA's criteria. The current pathways represent expogure

pat hwayg whi ch coul d exi st under current Site conditions. The future pathways represent
exposure pathways which could exist, in the future, if the current exposure conditions change
Exposure by each of these pathways was nat hematical |y nodel ed using generally conservative

assunpti ons.
Under current site conditions, the follow ng conpl ete exposure pathways were identified

1 i ngestion of contam nated soil by an on-site nai ntenance worker and on-site trespasser,

1 dermal contact with contam nated soil by an on-site nmintenance worker and on-site
trespasser, and

i nhal ation of contami nated soil by an on-site nmai ntenance worker, on-site trespasser, and
off-site resident.

The future exposure pat hways are:

1 i ngestion of contam nated soil by a future nmintenance worker, on-site patron, on-site
construction worker and on-site office worker/librarian

dermal contact with contam nated soil by a future nmintenance worker, on-site patron, on-
site construction worker and on-site office worker/librarian, and

i nhal ation of contaminated soil by a future nmintenance worker, on-site patron, on-site
construction worker and on-site office worker/librarian

The potential for exposure to soils in the future exposure scenarios will be reduced for al

receptors except the construction worker, since nmuch of the QU #2 soils will be covered by
pavenent or the library building

The exposure point concentrations for each of the chemicals of concern and the exposure
assunptions for each pathway were used to estimate the chronic daily intakes for the potentially
conpl ete pathways. The chronic daily intakes were then used in conjunction w th cancer potency
factors and noncarci nogeni ¢ reference doses to eval uate risk

The naj or assunptions for the QU #2 properties defining current exposure frequency and duration
that were considered in the exposure assessnent were:

1 The body wei ghts are assuned to be 70 kil ogranms for a nmai ntenance worker, 40 kil ograns

for a child trespasser, and 15 kilograms for a child resident not |ocated on QU #2
properties.

Ingestion rates are estimated as 100 ng/day for a mai ntenance worker and child
trespasser.

The exposure frequency is 50 days per year for a nmintenance worker, 75 days per year for

a child trespasser, and 350 days per year for a child resident not |ocated on QU #2
properties.



1 The duration of exposure is assuned to be 25 years for a nmi ntenance worker, 9 years for
a child trespasser, and 6 years for a child resident not |ocated on QU #2 properties.

The nmaj or assunptions for the QU #2 properties defining future exposure frequency and duration
that were considered in the exposure assessnent were:

1 The body wei ghts are assuned to be 70 kil ograns for a mai ntenance worker, a construction
wor ker, and an ofice worker and 40 kilograns for a child patron

1 Ingestion rates are estimated as 100 ng/day for a mai ntenance worker and child patron
480 nyg/day for a construction worker, and 50 ng/day for an of fice worker

1 The exposure frequency is 50 days/year for a nmaintenance worker, 75 days/year for a child
patron, 60 days/year for a construction worker, and 250 days/year for an of fice worker

1 The duration of exposure is assuned to be 25 years for a nmi ntenance worker and office
worker, 9 years for a child patron, and 1 year for a constructi on worker



Tabl e 6-2
CRITICAL TOXICI TY VALUESL
SLOPE FACTORS (SFs) AND REFERENCE DOSES ( Rf Ds)

Sl ope Factor Ref erence Dose
( SFs) (RFD)
Cont am nant s (nmg/ kg/ day) -1 (my/ kg/ day)
O al I nhal . O al I nhal .
Arsenic 1.5 15 3. 00E-4 -
Lead - - - -
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 0.73 0.61 - -
Benzo( a) pyr ene 7.3 6.1 - -
Benzo(b and/ or k) 0.73 0.61 - -
fl uorant hene
Aldrin 17 17 3. 00E-5 -
BHC- al pha 6.3 6.3 - -
BHC- bet a 1.8 1.8 - -
BHC del t a 6. 3* 6. 3* - -
BHC- gamma 1.3 - 3. 00E-4 -
Chl or dane- al pha 1.3 1.3 6. 00E-5 -
Chl or dane- gamma 1.3 1.3 6. 00E-5 -
DDE 3.4E-01 - - -
DDT 3.4E-01 3.4E-01 5. 00E-4 -
Dieldrin 16 16 5. 00E-5 -
Endosul fan | - - 6. 00E- 3 -
Endosul fan 1|1 - - 6. 00E- 3 -
Hept achl or 4.5 4.5 5. 00E-4 -
Hept achl or epoxi de 9.1 9.1 1.3E-5 -
Met hoxychl or - - 5. 00E-3 -
PCB- 1254 7.7 - 2. 00E-5 -
Toxaphene 1.1 1.12 - -
Not es:
1 Critical toxicity values obtained fromlntegrated R sk
Information System (IRIS) or Health Effects
Assessnment Summary Tabl es (HEAST) (USEPA, Fiscal
Year 1991).
- USEPA has not derived a RfD or slope factor
* The slope factors are surrogate val ues based on the

BHC- al pha i soner.



6.3 TOXICATY ASSESSMENT

Toxicity values are used in conjunction with the results of the exposure assessnent to
characterize site risk. EPA has developed critical toxicity values for carci nogens and
noncar ci nogens. These critical toxicity values are listed in Table 6-2. Cancer slope factors
(CSFs) have been devel oped for estinmating excess lifetine cancer risks associated with exposure
to potentially carcinogenic chemicals. CSFs, which are expressed in units of (ng/kg/day)-1, are
multiplied by the estimated i ntake of a potential carcinogen, in ng,/kg/day, to provide a high
end estimate of the excess lifetine cancer risk associated with exposure at that intake |evel
The term "high end" reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated fromthe CSF
Cancer slope factors are derived fromthe results of human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or chronic
ani mal bi oassays to which ani nal -to-hunan extrapol ati on have been applied

Ref erence doses (Ri Ds) have been devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse
health effects fromexposure to chem cal s exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. R Ds, which are
expressed in units of ng/kg/day, are chemcal-specific estinmates of lifetine daily exposure
level s for humans, including sensitive individuals, which are not expected to cause harm

Esti mated i ntakes of chemcals fromenvironnental media can be conpared to the RfFD. RfDs are
derived from hunman epi demi ol ogi cal studies or aninmal studies to which uncertainty factors have
been applied (e.g., to account for the use of aninal data to predict effects on hunmans). These
uncertainty factors help ensure that the RIDs will not underestinmate the potential for adverse
noncar ci nogeni ¢ effects to occur.

6.4 R SK CHARACTERI ZATI ON

Human health risks are characterized for potential carcinogenic and noncarci nogenic effects by
conbi ni ng exposure and toxicity information. Excessive lifetine cancer risks are determ ned by
multiplying the estinmated daily intake level with the cancer slope factor. These risks are
probabilities that are generally expressed in scientific notation (e.g., 1x10-6). An excess
lifetine cancer risk of Ixlo6 indicates that, as a plausible upper limt, an individual has a
one in one mllion additional (above their normal risk) chance of devel oping cancer as a result
of site-related exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year lifetine under the assuned specific
exposure conditions at a site

EPA consi ders individual excess cancer risks in the range of 1x10-4 to 1x10-6 as protective;
however the 1x10-6 risk level is generally used as the point of departure for setting cleanup
level s at Superfund sites. The point of departure risk level of 1x10-6 expresses EPA's
preference for renedial actions that result in risks at the nore protective end of the risk
range

Potential concern for noncarcinogenic effects of a single contaminant in a single mediumis
expressed as the hazard quotient (HQ (or the ratio of the estinated intake derived fromthe
contam nant concentration in a given nediumto the contam nants' reference dose). A HQ which
exceeds one (1) indicates that the daily intake froma scenario exceeds the chemcal's reference
dose. By adding the HQ for all contam nants within a nediumor across all nedia and
appropriate pathways to which a given popul ation nay reasonably be exposed, the Hazard | ndex
(H) can be generated. The H provides a useful reference point for gauging the potentia
significance of nmultiple contam nant exposures within a single mediumor across nedia. An H

whi ch exceeds unity indicates that there may be a concern for potential health effects resulting
fromthe cunul ative exposure to multiple contamnants within a single nediumor across nedia for
an individual receptor. Summaries of risk characterization are presented in Tables 6-3 and 6-4.

The risk characterization values are overesti nated due to the subsequent renoval actions taken
on the QU #2 properties. The BRA addendum and revised risk cal cul ati ons used contam nant



concentrations based on the pre-renoval soil data. Certain properties have had soils renoved
and di sposed of in an off, _site landfill. These renoval actions were not taken into
consi deration by EPA while deriving the risk characterization values shown in the table.

Throughout the risk assessnent process, uncertainties associated with eval uati on of chenical
toxicity an potential exposures arise. For exanple uncertainties arise in derivation of
toxicity values for reference doses (RfDs) and carcinogenic slope factors (CSFs), estinmation of
exposure point concentrations, fate and transport nodeling, exposure assunptions and ecol ogi cal
toxicity data. Risk assessnent uncertainties nay |lead to an under- or over-estination of the
actual risk by the risk calculations presented in this section. However, because of the overall
conservative nature of the risk assessnent process, risk estimated in this assessnent are likely
to overestinmate the true risk associated with potential exposure at QU #2 of the Wol fol k
Chemical Site. Major uncertainties for the QU #2 at the Wol folk Chemcal Site are enunerated
in Table 6-5.



TABLE 6-3

Ri sk Characterization Summary for Current Use Scenari os

Receptors Hazar d | ndex
Mai nt enance Wor ker 0.09
Chil d Trespasser 0.21
Of-site Child Resident ND*

Addi tional Lifetine
Cancer Risk

1.4 E-05

1.2 E-05

5.2 E-09

*ND= not determned: Hazard Index could not be calculated for the off-site child resident
scenario due to lack of an arsenic reference dose for the inhalation pathway.

TABLE 6-4

Ri sk Characterization Summary for Future Use Scenari os

Receptors Hazard | ndex
Mai nt enance \Wor ker 0. 06
Child Patron 0.14
Const ructi on Wrker 0. 46
O fice Wrker/Librarian 0.14
TABLE 6-5

Addi tional Lifetine
Cancer Risk

9.9 E-06

7.5 E-06

3.1 E-06

2.1 E-05

SUMVARY OF UNCERTAI NTI ES ASSCOCI ATED

W TH RI SK ASSESSMENT

Assunpti on
Envi ronnental Sanpling and Anal ysis
Errors in chemcal analysis
The nmajority of soil sanples were taken in
the regi on of the suspected contam nation
Toxi col ogi cal Data

Hazard indices (H's) were devel oped
assuming all toxic effects were additive

Exposure Paraneters

Conservative val ues were used for exposure
duration, frequency, and intake |evels.

Esti mat ed
Magni t ude of Direction of Effect
Effect on Ri sk on Risk Estimate

Low Over or underestimate
risk

Low Moder at e Qverestimate risk

Low Moder at e Qverestimate risk

Low Moder at e Qverestimate risk



6.5 ECOLOG CAL RI SK/HI STORI CAL S| TES

An ecol ogical risk assessment eval uates potential hazardous effects on non-hunan species at
Superfund sites. It nmay be a qualitative or quantitative appraisal of the actual and potentia
effects on the environment of a Superfund site. Not all sites provide a suitable ecol ogica
habitat. Many sites in industrial areas have little or no wildlife. The appropriate |evel of
effort for assessing ecological risk is deternmined on a site-by-site basis.

The Wholfolk facility is located adjacent to the central business district of Fort Valley,
Georgia, and the surrounding comrunity consists of residential hones and snall businesses. A
qual i tative assessnment of the potential ecological effects of the Wolfol k Chem cal Wrks
facility determned that the site poses no significant ecological inpacts. The properties being
consi dered under this operable unit are unlikely to pose ecol ogical concerns due to their
location. It is unlikely that the Wolfolk facility and the QU #2 properties affect any

desi gnated wetl ands due to the fact that the closest wetland is nore than three mles

fromthe Facility and is not hydraulically connected. The Wolfolk facility is not |ocated
within either the 100-year or 500-year floodplain. However, a drainage corridor headi ng south
of the facility is currently under evaluation and will be addressed under QU #3.

It is unlikely that QU #2 affects either of the three identified endangered species (i.e., the
Red- Cockaded Wbodpecker, Kirtland's Warbler, or the Bald Eagle) that reside in the geographica
area for the follow ng reasons: 1) There are no records or reported sightings of any of these
species in Peach County, and 2) the Facility and surrounding area do not provide the critica
types of habitat needed for these endangered or threatened species.

There are two historical sites listed in Peach County, Georgia. These sites include the Peach
County Courthouse | ocated on West Church Street, and Strother's Farm| ocated near the

Peach/ Macon County line. It is unlikely that the Facility adversely affects the use of these
historical sites nor their cultural value because they are located at least 1/2 mle fromthe
Facility.

There are no wild and scenic rivers nor designated wilderness areas in Peach County. The
Facility does not affect any coastal zones or coastal barriers

6.6 PERFORVANCE STANDARDS

The establishnent of health-based perfornmance standards serves as an inportant neans of guiding
remedi al activities. A health-based approach is warranted when performance standards

promul gated by state or federal agencies are not available for contam nants in soil, as well as
for certain groundwater contami nants. The approach to devel opi ng health-based standards is
derived fromthe risk assessnment process. The risk assessnent is essentially a-process by which
the nagnitude of potential cancer risks and other health effects at a site can be eval uated
quantitatively. A perfornmance standard is established by back-cal culating a health protective
contam nant concentration, given a target cancer risk or hazard quotient which is deened
acceptable and realistic. The concept of the performance standard i nherently incorporates the
concept of exposure reduction which allows renedial alternatives to be flexible

The soils on the QU #2 properties at the Wolfolk Chemical site currently contain concentrations
of Site-related contam nants at |evels which woul d pose an unacceptable risk to hunan health if
the properties are used for residential use. Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous
substances fromthis QU, if not addressed by inplenenting the response action selected in this
ROD, may present an i mmnent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the

envi ronnent .



The performance standards for this QU are contained in Table 6-6. The standards assune
non-residential use. The performance standards are established at the |lower of: (1) the 1x10-5
risk level, (2) the hazard quotient of 1, or (3) the groundwater protection standard. The
1x10-5 risk level is protective and will only be achieved in |light of the planned future use of
the QU #2 properties, the institutional controls that are planned for this operable unit, and
all of the RODs for the Wolfolk Site. Setting the perfornmance standards for each soil

contami nant at the 1x10-5 risk level or a HQ of 1.0 is considered protective because the future
receptor with the greatest calculated cunulative risk (the future institutional worker) is
2x10-5. This cunulative risk level is within EPA's protective risk range of 1x10-4 to 1x10-6.



TABLE 6-6: SO L PERFORVANCE ( CLEANUP) STANDARDS

(ALL UNITS IN M3 KG OR PPV

Cont am nant s

Met al s

arsenic

Pesti ci des

aldrin

BHC- al pha, -delta
BHC- bet a

BHC- gamma (| i ndane)
Chl or dane- al pha
Chl or dane- gar nna
DDE

DoT

St andard

113(9

2.23(R)
6. 02(R)
0.5(Q
0.066( Q)
29. 2(R)
29. 2(R)
9.8(Q
8.1(Q

Sem vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

Benzo( a) ant hracene

Benzo( b/ k) f1 uor ant hene

Foot not e:

51. 9(R)

51. 9(R)

Cont am nant

| ead

Deldrin

Endosul fan |
Endosul fan 11

Hept achl or

Hept achl or epoxi de
Met hoxychl or

PCB 1254

Toxaphene

Benzo( a) pyr ene

St andar d

625( 0

2.37(R)
3, 070(R)
3, 070(R)

8. 42(R)

4.16(R)
2,560(R)

4.92(R)

34.5(R)

5. 19(R)

(G Based on EPA's Site-Specific Protection of Goundwater Action Levels
(R) Based on Site-Specific Ri sk Assessnent



The performance standards for the protection of groundwater are based on EPA vadose zone
nodel i ng. For certain QU #2 Chemi cals of Concern (COC) which did not have a standard set under
QU #1, a health-based performance standard for groundwater protection was cal cul ated by setting
the risk level in the groundwater at 1x10-6, consistent with QU #1, groundwater. A nodel was
used to establish the tine required to reach peak | eachate concentrati on and the equival ent soi
performance standard. A range of values was established by varying the degradation rate and the
depth of concentration of the nmaxi numsoil concentration found on the properties.

USEPA considers arsenic to be both a carcinogen and a system c toxicant. Arsenic exposure via
drinking water has been linked to increased incidences of skin cancer. The possible
carcinogenic effects to hunman health fromingestion of arsenic |aden soil are not being

consi dered here as the health endpoint for the performance standards. Rather, a noncancer
endpoint, or a soil concentration of arsenic that is protective of groundwater, is felt to be a
nore appropriate basis for deriving values protective of human health. The groundwater
protective basis for the arsenic perfornmance standard is within EPA's acceptable risk range

for the carcinogenic endpoint and tbe non-cancer HQ of 1.0.

7.0 DESCRI PTI ON CF ALTERNATI VES

The following is a description of renedial alternatives evaluated to provide a range of cleanup
options for Qperable Unit #2 at the Wolfolk Site. The alternatives for the renediation of
contami nated soil in QU #2 at the Wol fol k Chemical Wrks Site were evaluated in the Feasibility
St udy Addendum (FSA) and presented in the Proposed Plan for the Site. During the coment

period, EPA re-evaluated the Proposed Plan alternatives based on revised risk cal cul ations,

whi ch were presented in the previous chapter, but did not require a revision of the FSA. The
revised alternatives included only those properties which are being proposed for a redevel opnent
proj ect, however, the basic concepts presented in the FSA renmained valid. Based on public
comrent received during the public comment period, EPA revised the perfornance standardsa second
tine. EPA docunented the first changes to the perfornmance standards and the preferred
alternative in the Proposed Plan in a menorandum dated August 25, 1995, filed in the

Adm ni strative Record. The second revisions are presented in this ROD and docunented in a
second nenorandum from El mer Akin to Ti m Wol heater dated Septenber 28, 1995. The alternatives
presented in the Table 7-1 represent the revised alternatives considered by EPA in devel opi ng
this Record of Decision. The changes to these alternatives are discussed in Chapter 11.0 of
this ROD.



Al ternative Medi um
Nunber

1 Soi

2 Soi |

3 Soi |

4 Soi

5 Soi |

Table 7-1: Operable Unit #2 Aternatives

Renedi al Action

No Action

Pl ace institutional controls on the proposed
redevel opnent properties to ensure non-residentia
| and- use including no groundwat er use and nonitor
progress on the redevel opnent project to ensure
engi neering controls are inplenmented and renain
protective of human health and the environnent.

Excavation of soils on residential properties with
di sposal on the Wolfolk facility.

Excavation of soils on residential properties with
disposal at a permtted facility off-site

Excavation of soils exceeding the 1x10-5 risk level with
disposal at a permitted facility off-site. Place
institutional controls on the proposed redevel opnent
properties to ensure non-residential |and-use

i ncl udi ng no groundwat er use and nonitor progress

on the redevel opnent project to ensure

i npl enent ati on and protectiveness

Capita
Cost
(t housands)

$0

$ 15

$ 160

$ 300

$ 55



The assenbl ed site-specific alternatives represent a range of distinct waste-nmanagenent
strategi es addressing the human health and environnental concerns posed by Qperable Unit #2.

Al though the selected renedial alternative nay be further refined during the predesign and
desi gn phases, the analysis presented bel ow reflects the fundanental conponents of the various
alternatives considered feasible for this Site

7.1 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTI ON

The no action alternative is carried through the screening process as required by the Nationa
Q| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This alternative is used as a
basel i ne for conparison with other alternatives that are devel oped. Under this alternative, EPA
woul d take no further action to mnimze the soil contam nation threat posed by the properties
between Martin Luther King Drive and Oak Streets. No institutional controls or renedial actions
are inplemented under the no-action alternative. Under this alternative, there are no

i npedinents to the future residential use of these properties. There is no cost associated with
this alternative since no additional activities would be conduct ed.

7.2 ALTERNATIVE 2: | NSTI TUTI ONAL/ ENG NEERI NG CONTROLS

Institutional controls under this alternative include placing restrictive covenants on the
properties to preclude residential use, groundwater use, or other uses with simlar exposure
potential. Al though these institutional controls help reduce risks associated with contact with
contam nated soils, they do not reduce the contam nation. Covenants would be recorded with the
Peach County C erk of Superior Court. Such restrictions would be inposed on the |and and be

bi nding on the owner's successors and assi gnees. Copies would be provided to the zoning or |and
use planning authority with jurisdiction over the property.

Engi neering controls will require either paving, buildings, or |andscaping (m nimmof 6 inches
of top soil on approximately 85% of the proposed library project property. The assunptions used
to evaluate the future risks in this ROD were based on the assunptions that engineering controls
will be place. Inplenentation of the construction activities for the library project will be
required to achieve protectiveness under this ROD. Further review of protectiveness will be
conducted through EPA s periodic review of QU #2.

7.3 ALTERNATI VE 3: EXCAVATION WTH ON-SI TE DI SPOSAL (AS PART OF OPERABLE UNIT 3)

Alternative 3 includes soil excavation on two (202 & 204) Cak Street properties that are zoned
for residential use and do not neet interimresidential |evels contained in the Renoval Action
Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO. Soil excavated fromthese two properties would be

di sposed of in a landfill proposed for the Wolfolk property in QU #3, Soil excavation to action
| evel s established by the Rembval Action UAO on these two properties would involve excavati on of
about 360 cubic yards of soils. One property (216 Cak St.) has been renediated to residentia
levels in the Renpbval Action Unilateral Oder. The other QU #2 properties are zoned for
non-residential use and, therefore, would not be excavated under this scenario

Operable Unit 3 will establish final renedial action levels for residential |and use and
determ ne any further excavation that nmay be necessary to neet with these renmedi al standards.
If standards are established under the QU #3 RCD which are consistent with Renoval Action UAQ
no further excavation would be required on the 216 Cak St. property.

7.4 ALTERNATI VE 4: EXCAVATI ON W TH OFF- SI TE DI SPOSAL

This alternative is simlar to Alternative 3, except off-site disposal is used as was utilized



for excavated soils under the Renoval Action UAQ
7.5 ALTERNATI VE 5: I NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTROLS/ EXCAVATI ON W TH OFF- SI TE DI SPCSAL

This alternative would inplenent institutional controls simlar to Alternative #2 to ensure that
future land use of the properties would be non-residential. Permanent restrictive covenants
woul d be placed on properties to preclude residential use or other uses with simlar potentia
exposure. The covenants woul d be recorded with the Peach County derk of Superior Court. Such
restrictions would be inposed on the | and and be binding on the owner's successors and

assi gnees. Copies woul d be provided to the zoning or |and use planning authority with
jurisdiction over the property.

In the August 25, 1995 nenorandum updating the Proposed Pl an, one property, 204 Qak St.
currently zoned for residential use was not believed to neet a 1x10-5 risk level for dieldrin
Soi | excavation to non-residential action levels at, or below, 1x10-5 risk level was believed to
i nvol ve excavation of 100 cubic yard of material and the disposal would be in an off-site
landfill determined in QU #3.

Based on the revised risk assessnent cal cul ati ons, EPA determned that the soils on 204 QCak
Street did not exceed the 1x10-5 risk level for dieldrin. This alternative, therefore, was not
sel ect ed.

8.0 SUWARY CF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

This section of the ROD provides the basis for determ ning which alternative provides the best
bal ance of the criteria in Section 121 of CERCLA and in Section 300.430 of the NCP. The mgjor
obj ective of the FS Addendum was to devel op, screen, and evaluate alternatives for renedi ation
of QU #2.

EPA eval uated each alternative by the standard criteria shown in Table 8-1 to determ ne which
provi ded the best overall balance. To be considered as a renedy, the alternative nust be
protective of human health and the environnment, and conply with applicable or rel evant and
appropriate requirenments (ARARs). ARARs for the Site are discussed in Section 8.2 and Appendi x
B

The sel ected alternative nmust neet the threshold criteria of overall protection of hunman health
and the environnent and conpliance with all ARARs (or be granted a waiver for conpliance with
ARARs). Any alternative that does not satisfy both of these requirenents is not eligible for
selection. The Primary Balancing Criteria are the technical criteria upon which the detailed
analysis is primarily based. The final two criteria, known as Mdifying Griteria, assess the
public's and the state agency's acceptance of the alternative. Based on these final two
criteria, EPA may nodify aspects of a specific alternative



Tabl e 8-1: Breakdown of Evaluation Criteria

THRESHOLD CRI TERI A PRI MARY BALANCI NG M2DI FYI NG CRI TERI A
CRITERI A
-Qverall protection of human -Long-term ef fecti veness -State acceptance

health and t he environnent

-Conpliance with ARARs (or -Reduction of toxicity, nobility, -Comuni ty acceptance
i nvoki ng a wai ver) or volume through treatnent

-Short-term effectiveness
-lnplenentability

- Cost



The following analysis is a sunmary of the evaluation of the QU #2 alternatives for renediating
the soils remaining on the properties under each of the criteria. A conparison is nmade between
each of the alternatives for achievenent of a specific criterion

Threshold Criteria
8.1 OVERALL PROTECTI ON OF HUVAN HEALTH AND THE ENVI RONMVENT

The assessnment of this criterion describes how each alternative, as a whol e, achieves and
mai ntains protection of hunman health and the environnent. This criterion provides the fina
check to determ ne which of the alternatives best provides for adequate protection of human
heal th and the environnent.

This criterion draws on the assessnments conducted under other criteria, especially long-term
effectiveness and pernanence, short-term effectiveness, and conpliance with ARARs.

Present contami nation levels are not protective for residential use or any use simlar to
residential use. Alternatives #1, #3 and #4 provide no protection fromthe future use of the QU
#2 properties for residential purposes. Though the nmgjority of the properties are zoned for
comrercial use the potential exists for conversion of the property to residential use
Alternatives #2 and #5 provide for restrictive covenants agai nst the use of the properties for
resi dential purposes and provi de the best overall protection of human health and the
environnent. Based on comments received during the public comment period, Alternative #5 was
deened unnecessary due to all contam nants having risks bel ow 1x10-5. Therefore, Alternative #2
provi des the best overall protection

Alternative #1 is also not protective because of the |lack of engineering controls, Aternative
#2, #3, #4, and #5 rely on the construction of a protective cover (i.e building, paving, or
topsoil) to limt exposure to potential future receptors. Alternatives #3, #4, and #5 further
reduce the potential for future exposure by excavati on of contam nated soils, although each
presents higher short-termrisks due to the construction activities. Alternatives #4 and #5 are
less preferred due to off-site disposal. Aternatives #3 and #4 actions woul d need to be
consistent with the ROD for QU #3 which will set residential perfornmance standards. Both
Alternatives #3 and #4 are not protective in the long-termdue to the potential for residentia

I and use.

8.2 COWPLI ANCE W TH ARARS

The eval uation of the ability of the alternatives to conply with ARARs includes a review of

chem cal -specific, action-specific, and | ocation-specific ARARs. Applicable requirenents are
those cl eanup standards, standards of control, and other substant, ive environnental protection
requirenents, criteria, or limtations promul gated under federal or state law that specifically
address a hazardous substance, pollutant or contam nant, |ocation, or other circunstances at a
CERCLA site. Relevant and appropriate requirenents are those cleanup standards, standards of
control, and other substantive environnmental protection requirenents, criteria, or limtations
promul gated under federal or state law that are not directly applicable to a hazardous
substance, pollutant or contam nant, location, or other circunstances at a CERCLA site but
address problens or situations sufficiently simlar to those encountered at the CERCLA site, and
whose use is well suited to the particular site. The judgenent of the rel evance and
appropriateness of a requirenment to a renedial action depends on the substances in question, the
physical nature of the site, or other circunstances at the site

In order to conply with CERCLA requirenents, selected renedial actions nust attain ARARs unl ess
a wai ver is invoked. Performance standards for a renedial action will generally be based on



chem cal -specific and | ocation-specific ARARs or heal th-based | evels.

In the event that an ARAR does not exist, other pertinent guidelines and standards shoul d be
consi dered. These are comonly referred to as To-Be-Considered (TBC). R sk-specific doses
(RSDs), reference doses (RFDs), health advisories (HAs) and state and federal guidelines and
criteria, etc. are exanple of TBCs.

Al of the alternatives will neet ARARs, except for Alternative #3 which would require a waiver
for the siting requirenments for an on-site landfill. Aternatives #1, #3 and #4 do not neet
sone of the "to-be-considered" guidelines due to the lack of institutional controls required to
prevent the potential for the property to be used in the future for residential purposes. The
perfornmance standards established forth in this ROD are based on the use of the property for
non-residential purposes. The standards would change if residential use was assuned because
there would be a need to protect the child on the residential property. Aternative #2 and

#5 will neet all identified ARARs and "to-be-considered" guidelines, since residential use is
precluded by restrictive covenants. Al identified ARARs and "to-be-considered" guidelines for
Alternative #2 are presented in Appendi x B.

Primary Balancing Oriteria
8.3 LONG TERM EFFECTI VENESS AND PERVANENCE

This criterion evaluates the long-termeffectiveness of the alternatives in maintaining
protection of hunman health and the environnent after the renedial objectives have been net. The
eval uation conpares the risk remaining for each of the alternatives after neeting the
objectives. The prinmary focus of this evaluation is the extent and effectiveness of the
controls that nay be required to nanage the risk posed by untreated wastes. |t ensures that the
magni tude of the residual risk and adequacy/reliability of the controls of the renedial action
are addressed

Alternatives #2 and #5 have pernmanent restrictive covenants to prevent the use of the QU #2
properties for residential use and, therefore, are the nost protective of the alternatives in
the long-term Alternatives #1, #3, and #4 are |less protective due to the potential for future
conversion of the properties for residential use, though, three properties are excavated to
residential levels. Aternative #5 is nore pernmanent, and slightly nore protective, than

Al ternative #2 because excavation of contam nated dieldrin soils on one property are renoved
rather than being paved to prevent future exposure.

8.4 REDUCTION CF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

This criterion conpares the alternatives' specific treatnent technol ogies' anticipated
performance. It addresses the statutory preference for selecting renedial actions that enpl oy
treatnent technol ogi es that permanently and significantly reduce toxicity, nmobility, or volune
of the hazardous substances as their principal elenent.

Due to the low | evel s of contanmination and small vol ume of contaninated soils on the QU #2
properties it is net practical to require treatnment to reduce the toxicity, nmobility, or vol une.
None of the alternatives involve treatnent, therefore, this criterion does not distinguish anong
the five alternatives

8.5 SHORT- TERM EFFECTI VENESS

The assessnment of this criterion exam nes the conparative effectiveness of each of the
alternatives in protecting hunan health and the environnent during the construction and



inpl enentation of a remedy until the response objectives have been net. Factors to consider
are: protection of the coommunity, protection of the workers, environnmental inpacts, and the tinme
until the renedial objectives are net.

Alternatives #1 and #2 are nore effective in the short-termbecause the actions will not require
further disruption of the community nor create additional risk due to renmedi ation construction
activities. Environmental inpacts are less likely for these alternatives and the tine is
relatively short. This is not the case for alternatives #3, #4, and #5, as excavation
activities will disrupt the community and create additional risks due to construction traffic
and contami nation transport. Alternative #3 would require the longest tine to inplenent due to
the need to dispose of the site material on-site

8.6 | MPLEMENTABI LI TY

This criterion evaluates the technical and admnistrative feasibility of the alternatives and
the availability of the required goods and services. The follow ng factors are consi dered:
Construction and operation, reliability of the technol ogy, ease of undertaking additiona
remedi al action, nonitoring conditions, coordination with other offices and agenci es,

avail ability of disposal services, availability of services, equipnment, and materials

Alternative #1 would require no action to i nplenent. Technol ogi cal expertise, services,

equi pnrent and naterials are adequately available for the inplenentation of Alternative #2
through #5. Alternative #3 nust be inplenented as part of Qperable Unit #3 since it requires an
on-site landfill. Aternatives #3 and #4 woul d need to be consistent with the residentia
perfornmance standards and require disposal services. Al of the alternatives would require
periodic review by EPA. Institutional controls would be placed for Alternatives #2 and #5 pri or
to transferring the property to the future owner. The Prospective Purchaser Agreenment with the
future owner will allow EPA the ability to enforce these institutional controls

8.7 COsT

This criterion evaluates the capital, operation, and nmai ntenance costs of the alternatives.
Capital costs are direct (construction) and indirect (non-construction and overhead) costs.
Operation and Mai ntenance costs are post-construction costs necessary to ensure the continued
effectiveness of the renedial action

There are no anticipated costs for the operati on and mai ntenance of any of the alternatives.
The capital costs for each of the alternatives is: Aternative 1, $0; Aternative #2, $15, 000
Al ternative 83, $75,000; Alternative 4, $141,000, and Al ternative 85, $55,000

Modi fying Oriteria
8.8 STATE ACCEPTANCE

This section provides the support agency's preference for the alternatives presented. The State
of Ceorgia, as represented by the Georgia Environnental Protection Division (GEPD), has been
the support agency during the Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study process for the

Wool fol k Chemical Wirks site. In accordance with 40 CFR 300.430, as the support agency, GaEPD
has provided input during this process. The State of Georgia deferred to EPA on the efficacy of
the selected renmedy in a letter dated Septenber 29, 1995. The letter of deferral is in Appendix
C

8.9 COWUN TY ACCEPTANCE



EPA has consi dered comments received during the public comment process associated with the
Proposed Pl an. EPA has included a Responsiveness Summary in Appendix A of this ROD, which

addresses those comments. Comments received were both in support and in opposition to the

preferred alternative, which is chosen as the sel ected renedy.

The entire Wolfolk Site has generated great interest and concern in this comunity. There is
support for the redevel opnent of these properties but not at the expense of human health and the
environnent. EPA has nmade attenpts to explain that the renedy is protective but certain nenbers
of the community are skeptical of EPA' s explanation. GComrunity concerns address site risks,
rather than any of the specific alternatives considered. EPA has docunented the concerns raised
during the comment period and addressed themin the Responsiveness Summary of Appendi x A

9.0 SUWARY OF SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consideration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the NCP, public and state coments, EPA
has selected Alternative 82 as a renedy for QU 82 at the Site. Due to the past renoval actions
at the site, limted further action will be required on the thirteen (13) properties proposed
for a redevel opnent project as discussed in this Record of Decision (ROD). In order to
inplenent this remedy, EPA W Il require

! |and use consistent with the proposed redevel opment plan for the new Peach County Library
Bui | di ng;

! |and use consistent with the renovation of two existing structures |ocated at 201 Cakl and
Hei ghts and 202 Cak Street for the purpose of an office building and an adult education center
respectively; and,

! placenent of institutional controls to ensure that future land use i s non-residential and
groundwat er beneath the site cannot be used for any purpose as stipulated in this Record of
Deci si on.

EPA has entered into a Prospective Purchaser Agreenment with the Peach County Libraries Board,
the Fort Vall ey Redevel opment Authority, and the Peach Count), Chanber of Conmmerce. The ROD is
based on the assunption that proposed properties will be transferred to these entities and
redevel oped for use as a library, an office building, and an adult-education center. |If this
proj ect does not proceed, it will be necessary to reviewthis record of decision. Progress of
t he redevel opnent project and whether or not the renedy remains protective will be periodically
revi ewed by EPA

The area of concern at this Site for QU #2 is defined as the properties between MK Drive, Qak
Street, Gakland Hei ghts Parkway, and Peachtree Street which are proposed for a redevel opnent
project. The street addresses include 307-323 MK Drive, 201 Qakl and Hei ghts Parkway (al so
known as the Trout man House), and 202, 204, and 216 Qak Street. For an QU #2 site nap, see
Figure 1.2.

At the conpletion of this renedy, the risk associated with this Site has been calculated to be
at, or below, EPA s excess cancer risk range of 1x10-6 to 1x10-4 and bel ow a Hazard Index of 1
which is determned to be protective of human health and the environnent. The total present
cost of the selected renedy, Alternative #2, is estimated at $15,000 for capital costs. There
are no operation and nai ntenance costs associated with the remedy. The tine franme for

i npl enentation of the engineering controls is approxinmately three years.

A SOURCE CONTRCL



Source control renediation will address the contam nated soils on the OU#2 properties. EPA
eval uated the properties based on the current and potential future use of the QU#2 properties
The use of these properties nust be consistent with the plans that EPA has reviewed in
determining the risk associated with this use

A1 Land use consistent with the redevel opnent plan on MK/ GCak Street

The proposed library will be centered on 311 MK to 319 MLK. The remaining properties will be
used for parking and driveways to the library and the adult-education center. |In evaluating the
risk for future users of the library, EPA estinmated that 88% of the property will be covered by
either the library building, paving, or |andscaping with a mninumof six (6) inches of topsoil
EPA wil|l periodically reviewthe redevel opnent project to ensure that the project is continuing
on a tinely schedul e.

A. 2 Land use consistent with the proposed office structure on Cakland Hei ghts

A simlar redevel opnent initiative is planned for the properties on 201 Qakl and Hei ghts and 202
QCak Street. The 201 Qakl and Hei ghts property is planned for use as an office building for the
Peach County Chanber of Commerce and the Fort Valley Redevel opnent Authority. The 202 GCak
Street property is planned to be used for an Adult Education Center operated by the Peach County
Li brary Board. The existing building on 201 Cakl and heights is planned to be renovated and only
limted paving will be added, although six (6) inches of topsoil is planned for the front yard
and west-back yard. The existing building on 202 Cak Street is also planned for renovati on and
paving will be placed in the rear of the property.

A.3 Placenent of Institutional Controls:

The risk eval uati on was based on the assunptions that the property will be used for
non-residential purposes and that no groundwater from beneath the properties is used.

Resi dential use of these properties is not protective of human health. Pernanent restrictive
covenants nust be placed on each of the properties to prevent current and future owners from
using the properties, and the groundwater beneath these properties, in a manner inconsistent
with this ROD, or other EPA RODs. The covenants shall be recorded with the Peach County
Superior Court and transfer with the land to be binding on current and successive owners and
assi gnees. Copies of the covenants will be provided to the authorities with jurisdiction. The
covenants nust be in effect before the transfer of the property nmay take pl ace

At a mininum restrictive covenants nust conply with terns set out in Exhibit B of the
Prospective Purchaser Agreenent (PPA) between EPA and three local entities. EPA wll enforce
these restrictions through the PPA. Periodic review of protectiveness as it relates to this
remedy will be conducted by EPA no | ess than every five years

B. Performance Standards

Soils shall neet the performance standards set forth in Table 9-1

C. Q her Standards

In addition, the selected renedy shall conply with those ARARs identified in Section 10.2
(Attai nnent of ARARs) and in Appendix B of this ROD.

D. Conpl i ance Monitoring
The redevel opnent project will be reviewed by EPA on a periodic basis, at |east once ever), five
years.



TABLE 6-6: SO L PERFORVANCE ( CLEANUP) STANDARDS

(ALL UNITS IN M3 KG OR PPV

Cont am nant s

Met al s

arsenic

Pesti ci des

aldrin

BHC- al pha, -delta
BHC- bet a

BHC- gamma (| i ndane)
Chl or dane- al pha
Chl or dane- gar nna
DDE

DoT

St andard

113(9

2.23(R)
6. 02(R)
0.5(Q
0.066( Q)
29. 2(R)
29. 2(R)
9.8(Q
8.1(Q

Sem vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

Benzo( a) ant hracene

Benzo( b/ k) f1 uor ant hene

Foot not e:

51. 9(R)

51. 9(R)

Cont am nant

| ead

Deldrin

Endosul fan |
Endosul fan 11
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10. 0 STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ON

Under its legal authority, EPA's prinmary responsibility at Superfund Sites is to undertake
remedi al action that achi eve adequate protection of human health and the environment and attain
all ARARs. In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory requirenents
and preferences. These specify that,when conplete, the selected remedy nust al so be cost
effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource
recovery technol ogies to the nmaxi numextent practicable. Finally, the statute includes a
preference for renedi es that enploy treatment that permanently and significantly reduces

the volune, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous substances as their principal elenent. The
follow ng sections discuss how the sel ected renedy nmeets these statutory requirenents.

10.1 PROTECTI ON OF HUVAN HEALTH AND THE ENVI RONVENT

The sel ected renedy protects human health and the environnment through mnimzing exposure to the
contam nated soil. The selected renedy, through the use of institutional/engineering controls
provi des protection of human health and the environment by controlling risk through restrictive
covenants, paving, |andscaping, and construction of buildings. EPA w | periodically reviewthe
site, no less than once every five years, to ensure that it remains protective of human health
and the environnent.

10.2 ATTAI NMENT OF THE APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS

Remedi al actions perfornmed under CERCLA nmust conply with all applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirenments (ARARs) unless a waiver is invoked. Al alternatives considered for
the Site were evaluated on the basis of the degree to which they conplied with these
requirenents. The selected renedy was found to neet or exceed all ARARs that have been
identified in Appendix B attached to this ROD.

10.3 COST EFFECTI VENESS

The estimated cost of EPA's selected renedy is $15,000. Cost effectiveness is determ ned by
conparing the cost of all alternatives being considered with their overall effectiveness to
det erm ne whether the costs are proportional to the effectiveness achi eved. EPA eval uates the
increnental cost of each alternative as conpared to the increased effectiveness of the renedy.
The sel ected renmedy does cost nore than the no action alternative; however, effectiveness

achi eved by the remedy justifies the higher cost. The remedy is considered cost effective.

10. 4 UTI LI ZATI ON OF PERVANENT SCLUTI ONS TO THE MAXI MUM EXTENT PRACTI CABLE

EPA bel i eves the selected renedy is the nost appropriate cleanup solution for Operable Unit #2
at the Whol fol k Chem cal Wrks Site and provides the best bal ance anong the evaluation criteria
for the renedial alternatives evaluated. This renedy provides effective protection in both the
short-termand long-termto potential human and environnental receptors, is inplenentable, and
is cost-effective.

10.5 PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRI NClI PAL ELEMENT
Due to the low |l evels and volunme of the contami nation on the QU #2 properties, it is not
practical to require treatnent to reduce the toxicity, nobility, or volune. Therefore, this

sel ected renedy does not neet the preference for treatnment as a principal elenent.

10. 6 STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ON



The remedy for QU #2 at the Wolfol k Chenical site is consistent with the requirenments of
Section 121 of CERCLA and the NCP. The selected alternative is protective of human health and
the environnent, will attain all Federal and State applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirenents, is cost-effective, and utilizes pernmanent solutions to the naxi num extent
practicable. The renedy will not reduce the nobility, toxicity and vol une of contam nated soi
through treatnent at the Site due to the inpracticability of treating |ow |l evels and vol unes of
contam nated soils. The remedy for QU #2 is consistent with previous and projected renedi a
actions at the Site. Based on the information available at this time, the selected renmedy
represents the best alternative when bal anced against the criteria used to eval uate renedi es,
especially in light of the ongoing renoval action

11.0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

Upon further review of the proposed perfornmance standards subsequent to the issuance of the
Proposed Pl an, EPA determ ned that certain adjustnents to the perfornance standards were
warranted. An error was determined to have occurred in addressing the standards for the
protection of groundwater. EPA also obtained further clarification of the criteria to neet
State concerns. EPA revised the perfornance standards in a nenorandumto the Administrative
Record on August 25, 1995. This nmenorandum establi shed the revi sed perfornmance standards and
slightly revised the preferred alternative selected in the Proposed Plan. The revised
alternative no | onger considered the contingency since existing |indane concentrations were
found to be protective

EPA al so nodified the alternatives presented in the Proposed Plan due to the revised performance
standards. The Proposed Pl an di scussed the need to further characterize one property 1313 M.K)
in order to confirmthe presence of lindane. This was assuned to be needed due to the
pre-renoval |indane concentrati on which was above the performance standards presented in the
Proposed Plan. This performance standard, however, did not consider the effects of degradation
of the contam nant. Therefore, EPA revised the perfornmance standard to consi der degradation
effects and found the pre-renobval concentration was bel ow the revised standard for |indane and
was, therefore, already protective.

This revision affected Alternatives #2, #3, #4, and #5. Aternative #2 was found to no | onger
need a contingency for the renoval of material from 313 MK The contingency, though not directly
part of Alternative #2, was presented as part of the preferred alternative. The nunber of
properties to be excavated in Aternatives #3 and #4 were al so revised due to the revision of
standards. This decreased the cost and increased the short-termeffectiveness of these
alternatives but did not alter the preferred alternative. Finally, alternative #5 no | onger
needed the excavation of 313 MK but was found to need the excavation of another property

di scussed bel ow.

Initially, the upperbound risk level for dieldrin on 204 Cak Street was cal cul ated by EPA to be
1.4x10-5, which is within the protectiveness range established by EPA at 1x10-6 to 1x10-4. The
initial revised performance standard for dieldrin was established at a risk | evel of 1.5x10-5
(1.6 ppn). Aternative #5 was, therefore revised fromexcavation of 313 MK to excavati on of
204 Qak St. in order to consider the option of excavating to a risk level at or bel ow 1x10-5 for
all contam nants. This change to the revised perfornmance standard did not change the preferred
alternative of the proposed plan.

Based on public comment received during the public coment period, EPA revised the perfornance
standards a second tine. The initial revised standards confused dermal absorption factors in
cal cul ating val ues presented in the August 25 nmenorandumtables. The second revision of the
perfornmance standards did not affect the selected renedy but elimnated Alternative #5 from
further consideration since dieldrin was found to be bel ow the established risk Ievel of 1x10-5.



Chapter 6 presents the corrected risk values for all scenarios and the correspondi ng corrected
per f ormance st andards.



APPENDI X A:

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
WOOLFOLK CHEM CAL WORKS SI TE
RECORD OF DECI SI ON, OPERABLE UNI T #2

FORT VALLEY, PEACH COUNTY, GECRA A

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public comrent period fromJuly 19, 1995

t hrough Septenber 15, 1995 for interested parties to give input on EPA's Proposed Plan for
Remedi al Action at the Wol fol k Chem cal Superfund Site in Fort Valley, Peach County, Georgia.
A public neeting was conducted by EPA on August 29, 1995, at the Peach County Courthouse in Fort
Valley. At the neeting EPA presented the Proposed Plan for the Wol fol k Chem cal Wrks Site,
Qperable Unit #2, which was based on the results of the Renedial Investigation and Feasibility
Study (RI/FS)

A responsi veness summary is required to docunent how EPA addressed citizen coments and concerns
about the Site, as raised during the public comrent period. Al coments sumarized in this
docunent have been factored into the final decision of the remedial action for the Wolfolk
Site.

Thi s responsi veness summary for the Wiolfolk Site is divided into the foll owi ng sections.

I. Overview - This section discusses the recommended alternative for renedial action and
the public reaction to this alternative

I1. Background on Community Invol venent and Concerns: This section provides a brief
hi story of community interest and concerns regarding the Wolfolk Site

Il. Summary of Major Questions and Comments Received During the Public Comment
Peri od and EPA' s Responses: This section presents coments submitted during the

public comment period and provi des the responses to these coments.

IV. Concerns to be Addressed in the Future: This section discusses community concerns
of which EPA should be aware during future actions.

l. Qvervi ew

The preferred renmedial alternative was presented to the public in a Proposed Plan rel eased on
July 18, 1995. A public nmeeting was hel d August 29, 1995 with about 100 people attending. Due

to the past realoval actions at the site, limted further action will be required on the
thirteen (13) properties proposed for a redevel opnent project as discussed in this Record of
Decision (ROD). In order to inplenment this renedy, EPA will require:

1

I land use consistent with the proposed redevel oprent plan for the new Peach County
Li brary Buil di ng;

| and use consistent with the renovation of two existing structures located at 201 Qakl and
Hei ghts and 202 Cak Street for the purpose of an office building and an adult education
center, respectively; and,

pl acement of institutional controls to ensure that future | and use is non-residential and
groundwat er beneath the site cannot be used for any purpose as stipulated in this Record of
Deci si on



EPA has entered into a Prospective Purchaser Agreement with the Peach County Libraries Board,
the Fort Vall ey Redevel opment Authority, and the Peach County Chanber of Commerce. The ROD is
based on the assunption that proposed properties will be transferred to these entities and
redevel oped for use as a library, an office building, and an adult-education center. |If this
proj ect does not proceed, it will be necessary to re-evaluate this record of decision. EPA will
continue to review the progress of the redevel opnent project and whether or not the renmedy
remai ns protective.

There is significant support in the community for the concept of reusing this property. Support
for redevel opment of this property is varied including those who do not wish to see this
property redevel oped. Sone nenbers of the commnity opposed the redevel opnent plan and
requested that the QU #2 properties be cleaned up to residential standards. Concern was raised
regarding the protection of hunan health and EPA believes this renedy is protective.

1. Background on Community | nvol venent and Concerns

EPA has nade significant efforts to insure that interested parties have been kept inforned and
given an opportunity to provide input on activities at the Wol fol k Chem cal Wrks site. EPA
has been working with the community surroundi ng the Wol fol k Chemi cal Wrks since 1990. In

Sept enber 1990, press releases informng the community about the NPL listing of the site were
rel eased. Subsequent interviews were held that Fall to devel op a Community Relations Plan (CRP).
The information repository was established in Cctober 1990, at the Thonmas Public library, 213
Persons Street, Fort Valley, Georgia. The CRP, which was finalized in Novenber 1990, has been
placed in the information repository. |n January 1991, EPA held a public neeting to discuss the
start ofthe RI/FS

In July 1993, EPA issued a press rel ease and fact sheet on the findings of the R study
regarding soil contam nation and health precautions recommended by the Agency for Toxic

Subst ances and Di sease Registry (ATSDR). On August 2-3, 1993, EPA conducted door-to door visits
to the potentially affected residents to further distribute the fact sheet and extend our
invitation to an availability session. The availability session, held on August 3, 1993

di scussed the results of the Rl study and ATSDR s recommendati ons for health precautions. Fifty
peopl e attended the session which was hosted by EPA, the Georgia Environnental Protection
Division (GEPD), and ATSDR Representatives of Canadyne-CGeorgi a Corporation (CGC) were al so
present.

EPA' s Energency Response and Renoval Branch has determ ned the extent of off-site contam nation
whi ch needs i medi ate response, has excavated contami nated soils fromthe majority of
residential properties, and conpleted the destruction of an on-site, dioxin-contan nated

buil ding (Building E). EPA has nmet nunerous tines with the residents individually and hel d
public neetings throughout this process. C3Cis conplying with an Unilateral Adm nistrative

O der (UAO requiring the disassociation of the affected residents fromcontam nated soils and
destruction/renoval of Building E.

The Feasibility Study, the Proposed Plan, and the Administrative Record (AR) for QU #1 were

rel eased to the public on January 18, 1994. These two docurents were nade available in both the
AR, maintained in the EPA Region |V Docket Room and the information repository at the site.

The notice of availability of these docunents and the AR was published on January 18, 1994 in
various |ocal publications. A public coment period was held from January 18, 1994 to February
17, 1994. In addition a public neeting was held on February 1, 1994. At this neeting
representatives fromEPA ATSDR and the State of Ceorgia answered questions about problens at
the site and the renedial alternatives under consideration

EPA al so hosted a series of five neeting with a group of el even comunity nenbers representing



different views throughout the community. The group formed under the already existing TAG group
and was called the Community Informati on Exchange Group (CEIG. The purpose of the group was

to allow EPA to explain to a greater degree the activities at the site while receiving input
fromthe comunity on issues of concern to them The CIEG net from March through June 1995 and
concentrated on issues related to OU #2 and future actions at the Site

A Feasibility Study Addendum a Proposed Plan, and an Administrative Record for QU #2 were
prepared and nade available to the public on July 18, 1995. These two docunents were nade
avail able in both the AR naintained in the EPA Region IV Docket Room and the infornmation
repository at the site. The notice of availability of these docunents and the AR was published
on July 18, 1995 in various |local publications. A public coment period was held fromJuly 18
1995 to Septenber 15, 1995. In addition a public neeting was held on August 29, 1995. At this
neeting representatives fromEPA and the State of Georgi a answered questi ons about problens at
the site and the renedial alternatives under consideration. Responses to the comments received
during this comment period are presented in the responsiveness summary in Appendix A of this
docunent .

111, Summary of Mjor Questions and Comments Received During the Public Coment
Peri od and EPA s responses

Concern 1: There were nmany conments raised regarding the proposed redevel opnent
project. The issues involved the risks associated with the proposed future use, zoning
requi renents, the Troutnan House, etc..

EPA Response: The basic concept behind redevel opment is based on the eval uation of the risks
associated with the future use of the property. The QU #2 properties have been purchased by CGC
and have been offered to three local entities in order that they nay redevel op these properties
for productive use. The proposed future use is non-residential. EPA has evaluated the risk
associated with non-residential use of these properties and found it to be acceptable. The
properties are not protective if they are used for residential purposes. A portion of the

associ ated costs for cleaning to residential standards have been set aside as |local funding for
a state grant to construct a new library on a portion of the QU #2 properties. her savings
were used to purchase the property and prepare it for the potential construction project.

EPA bel i eves that the proposed future use ofthe property is protective of human health
There are other aspects of the project which will need to be addressed before transfer of the
property is considered. To ensure that the proposed use remains residential, EPAwll require
that restrictive covenants be placed on each of the properties to ensure that future use remains
non-residential. CGC and the Peach County Libraries are continuing their negotiations regarding
the transfer of property. If there is a breakdown in the process toward redevel opi ng these
properties EPA will re-evaluate this ROD

Certain properties are currently zoned for residential use. It is EPA s understanding
that the proposed use of these properties is non-residential. Though added protection from
reverting these properties nmay be provided by zoni ng changes, these zoni ng changes are not
required for the proposed project. Each of these properties will have restrictive covenants
placed on themand will be enforced by EPA through a Prospective Purchaser Agreenment (PPA) with
the future owners. EPA will also periodically reviewthis RODto ensure that it remains
protective of human health and the environnent.

There was a comment related to the Prospective Purchaser Agreenent (PPA) and the need and
use of the agreenent. People are often reluctant to use property associated with a Superfund
site. One of the reasons for this is the potential to be held liable for Superfund
contamnation. In an effort to relieve future devel opers fromthe liability of past



contam nation, EPA can prom se, through the PPA, that it won't hold the future owner liable for
past contam nation. EPA nust believe that the future use of the property is protective and the
future owner was not responsi ble for the past contam nation practices. EPA has entered into a
PPA with three entities proposing to redevel op these properties. This agreenent, however, does
not prevent other parties frombringing |egal action against these entities.

A nmajor issue raised at the public nmeeting was concerning the risk to children who m ght
come to visit the library and nmay live in the nei ghborhood. EPA evaluated the risks associated
with both of these individuals and found the future use protective. The properties were also
eval uated on their potential use as residential properties. This use is considered unacceptable
to EPA at the current contam nation levels and, therefore, EPA is requiring the placenent of
restrictive covenants which will prevent the future use of these properties for residential
pur poses.

Throughout the evol ution of the redevel opnent project the concept behind redevel opnent
has renmi ned the sane. Sone feel they have been deceived on the extent of the redevel opnent
proposal . EPA nade efforts to clarify the ever changing property limts being considered for
redevel opment in QU #2. EPA would also like to encourage those in the comunity who want to
|l earn nore about the project to contact the local entities which have proposed the project.

There was al so a nunber of questions regarding the need for the Troutnan House project to
be approved and not to be affected by the proposed library project. EPA considered this coment
but believes that to separate these two projects at this point would be counter-productive. EPA
bel i eve both projects are protective and through this ROD establishes the standards for both
projects to proceed concurrently.

The role of Gty governnent was al so an issue. EPA considers Gty governnment requests in
bal ancing the nine criteria used to select a renmedy as part of comrunity input. There have been
a nunber of Gty Resolutions regarding the overall renediation at this site. The |atest
resol ution provided to EPA asked for renedi ation of soils to background levels for all of the
properties which would then be considered for redevel opnent. EPA, however, rarely reinedlares
to background levels when it is possible to establish perfornmance standards based on a
site-specific risk assessment. The nobst protective standards, residential use standards, are
not consistent with the concept of redevel opnent as the proposed use for the properties is

non-residential. This inconsistency would add a neasure of protectiveness since non-residentia
use properties would be renediated to residential standards. However, this extra neasure of
protectiveness is not required. |If these properties are not redeveloped in a tinely nmanner, EPA

will reefsit this decision to ensure protectiveness.

EPA bel ieves that there is a need for further discussion on the |ocal |evel regarding the
redevel opment project. As the project is proposed, it is protective. At the public neeting,
there was consi derabl e debate over the future use of the QU #2 properties. Sone of the
residents, including many on Cak Street, were skeptical of the project while others felt the
need to begin to revitalize the Gty. Al were concerned about protecting human health. EPA
wi shes to state, once again, that the non-residential use of these properties, as proposed, wll
be protective

Concern #2: There is a concern that contam nation fromthe QU #2 properties nmay have
been affected by the flooding over the past few years since the testing of
these properties. WII QU #2 properties contam nate other properties in the
future

EPA Response: The QU #2 properties are located in an area which is elevated from other areas
with higher site related contamnation. The MK properties are sloped toward MK street while



the Cak Street properties drain to both MK properties and Qak street. Flow of contam nation
fromthe Wolfolk plant (QU #3) property to redevel opnent (OU#2) properties is highly unlikely
and, therefore, no further testing is required. The pre-renoval data used to evaluate the risk
is actually a conservative estimate of the risks due to the renoval actions (renoval of a
portion of soils on the site with high arsenic concentration) taken on the QU #2 properti es.

Due to the slope of the properties, the relative low | evels of contam nation, and the
future engineering controls which will be enforced through the Prospective Purchaser Agreenent,
EPA bel ieves that there will be no contami nation flowing from QU #2 properties to other areas
Mgration off QU #2 areas prior to placenment of engineering controls is not expected to be
problematic due to the relatively limted slope of the properties and the | ow concentration of
t he contam nants.

Concern #3: There was consi derable concern raised in regard to the sanpling of
residential properties and interior house dust sanpling.

EPA Response: EPA' s Energency Response and Renoval Branch has conpl eted the sanpling of the
areas of concern with regard to the residential soil and interior house dust. As part of the
long termaspect of the project, the EPA's Renedial (long-termclean up) Branch will evaluate
the actions taken by the Renoval teamto determne if further action is warranted w th respect
to residential soils and house dust.

There are ei ght honmes which were found with | evels of arsenic contamnation in the living
areas which the renoval programplans for clean up in Fall/Wnter of 1995, assumi ng that budget
cuts do not effect the Renoval program operations. EPA continues to evaluate attic dust and
living space house dust issues for long-termexposure, which will be addressed as part of QU #3.
EPA, in consultation with the State of Georgia, will determne the need for further residentia
soi|l sanpling during the sanme peri od.

Concern #4: \What federal regulation allows a public entity to conduct negotiations that
are not accessible to the general public?

EPA Response: EPA generally seeks to have potentially responsible parties (PRPs) perform

Super fund cl eanups where PRPs can be identified and they are capabl e of doing the work. This
conserves Superfund resources. Wien EPA identifies a PRP and seeks to require the PRP to
performa cleanup, EPA will initially seek to negotiate a Consent Order for cleanup, and if one
cannot be negotiated, EPA nay either performthe cleanup itself, or issue a Unilateral Oder to
the PRP to performthe cleanup

The terns of Consent Orders for inplenenting a cleanup are the subject of negotiations
whi ch do not include the general public. It would not be possible to effectively negotiate such
an order with participation of the general public, and there is no | egal requirement that the
public be invited to such negotiations. Simlarly, when a Consent Order is negotiated, there is
usual | y a provision governing the resolution of disputes between EPA and the PRP that arise
during inplenmentation ortho cleanup. The di spute resol ution provision of the Consent O der
bet ween CGC and EPA for the Renedial Investigation, for exanple, calls for negotiations to
resol ve di sputes over inplenentation of the Order. Such negotiations do not include the genera

public. If the cleanup is being conducted pursuant to a Unilateral Oder rather than a Consent
O der, disputes often arise between EPA and PRPs over inplenentation issues that are resol ved
t hrough negoti ati ons between EPA and the PRPs. It would not be feasible to include the public

in each inplenentation i ssue which becones the subject of discussion between EPA and PRPs and
there is no requirenment to do so

The Superfund | aw does require that the public be involved in and have an opportunity to



comrent on the selection of renedial actions. EPA nust consider conmunity input in the renedy
sel ection process. EPA has nmade extensive efforts to involve the comunity in the renedy

sel ection process at the Wolfolk Site and has considered comunity input in nmaking renedia
deci si ons.

Concern #5: Wiy was there no alternative which requires cleanup of QU #2 properties
prior to placenment of the library?

EPA Response: Alternatives #3 and #4 both consider the remediatlon to residential standards of
the residentially zoned properties. MK Drive properties are considered commercial and are
bei ng cleaned to commercial standards. The CGak Street properties are proposed for institutiona
use which is protective of human health and the environnent. Since the proposed use of these
properties is non-residential, there is no need for further cleanup

Concern #6: Wiy does EPA continue to select remedies, including alternative use, without
i nput from surroundi ng property owners and busi ness owners next to the
pur chased property.

EPA Response: EPA has nmde considerable effort to receive input fromthe comunity. A nunber
of public neetings have been held regarding QU #2, including the public neeting of August 29,

1995 and five neeting with the CCEG The purpose of these neetings was to receive input from
the community surrounding the site. In arriving at a selected renedy, EPA nust bal ance all of
the comments received in order to nmake an inforned decision

Concern #7: What was EPA's involvenent in the property purchase progran?

EPA Response: EPA was not involyed in the property purchase program Al property purchases
were nade pursuant to negotiations between the private parties

Concern #8: The semvolatile target anal yte di benzofuran was detected in two sanples
collected at the subject site in anobunts of 51 and 81 ug/Kg (ppb). The
coment was made that this aual yte was detected in the sanples that were
"anal yzed with reasonabl e resolution"” and that the other sanples are val ue-
less in examning for | ow ppb | evel of dibenzofuran

EPA Response: The reported anounts of di benzofuran are both bel ow the contract required quanti -
tation limt (CRQ) of 330 ug/Kg. However, it should be noted that the nass spectroneter/gas
chronat ograph (GO Ms) met hodol ogy enpl oyed by the | aboratory has the capability to accurately
detect target analytes in amounts well below the CRQL. Mreover, the contract |aboratory is
required to report all conpounds neeting the qualitative identification criteria. The USEPA CLP
Statenent of Work for Organic Anal yses, Exhibit OF SVOA, paragraph 11.1.1.4, states "Wen target
conmpounds are bel ow CRQL but the spectrumneets the identification criteria, report the
concentration with a "J"." The J qualifter indicates an estimated value. Under Region |V
validation criteria, analytes with concentrati ons below 0.1 of the CRQL are not reported. The J
data qualifter flag is reported when the anal yte amount is bel ow the CRQL.

Exam nation of the reported data show that the | aboratory achi eved a CRQL of between 340
and 360 ug/Kg for 22 of the 24 sanples. The variation in the CRQL (detection limt) was
apparently caused by noisture in the sanples. Two of the sanples had hi gher CRQs of 450 and
8900 ug/Kg; it is not known what caused the el evated CRQs of these two sanples. Since the
nmet hodol ogy has the capability of accurately detecting the target analytes in anounts as | ow as
0.1 of the CRQ, the reported data from22 of the 24 sanpl es woul d have reveal ed the presence of
di benzofuran if this target analyte had in fact been present in the sanples.



Concern #9: The comment was nade to assune, "for the sake of parsinony", that the
di benzofurans in sanples collected at the subject site were chlorinated.

EPA Response: The target anal yte di benzofuran, CAS Nunber 132-64-9, does not contain chlorine
The enpirical formula for this target analyte is Cl2H8O  The net hodol ogy enpl oyed by the

|l aboratory for analysis of sanples collected at the subject site uses a nass spectroneter for
the identification of gas chronatograph peaks. The presence of chlorine would significantly
alter the spectra of the suspect peak. R gorous qualitative identification criteria are
specified in the anal ytical nethodol ogy. The |laboratory would, therefore, not identify the
suspect peak as di benzofuran; the suspect peak would be identified and reported as a tentatively
identified conmpound by the | aboratory.

Concern #10: One conment believed that the scope of QU #2 shoul d be expanded to include
additional, non-residential off-site properties. The properties included the
former flour mlIl, several lots north of Railroad street, 305, 306, 325, 327, 328
330, and 400 Martin Luther King, Jr. (MK) Drive. The comrentor remarked
that these properties were evaluated along with QU #2 properties, that the
contam nants of concern are simlar, the land use is simlar, and the proposed
performance standards are likely to be net.

EPA Response: EPA separated the QU #2 properties on the basis that they were proposed for use
in a redevel opnent project and EPA believed that enforcing the future use of these properties is
reasonabl y possible. Though EPA believes that the off-site properties proposed for inclusion
have simlar contamnants, it is not certain that these properties will be used for simlar
purposes as those in the redevel opnent project. Prior to the renoval action, 305,327, 328, 330
and 400 MLK were used for residential purposes. Since the potential exists, as indicated by
past and present use, for these properties to be used for residential purposes, EPA believes
that these properties are not simlar in land use to the redevel opnent properties. This doubt,
and the need to expedite the redevel opnent properties, forns the basis for not including these
properties in QU #2.

Anot her aspect which facilitated the use of only redevel opment properties in QU #2 was
the ease with which institutional controls could be placed on these properties and the potentia
to enforce these controls in the future. There was the potential for the |and owners of the
former flour mll, the vacant lots north of railroad street, 306 and 325 MLK not to accept the
restrictive covenants which are going to be placed on the redevel opnent properties. The
potential would have renmined to convert these properties to residential use. As per the
gui dance entitled Land Use in CERCLA Renedy Sel ection Process (May 25, 1995), EPA shoul d
determine:" ... the existence of the authority to inplenent the institutional control, and the
appropriate entity's resolve and ability to inplenent the institutional control." Sufficient
support could not be shown in the feasibility study to conclude that effective inplenentation of
institutional controls could be expected for these properties, so EPA did not be included them
in QU #2.

Concern #11: EPA has not provided sufficient basis for revising the performance standard
for dieldrin.

EPA Response: Based on this comment, EPA reviewed the perfornance standards proposed in the
Proposed Plan and its update. EPA found an erroneous dernal adsorption factor had been used to
cal cul ate the pesticide and sem -volatile organi cs perfornmance standards. EPA corrected this
error and has established the correct perfornmance standards in Table 9-1 of this ROD

Concern #12: Further soil excavation is not required at 204 Cak Street to protect human
heal th and the environnent.



EPA Response: EPA will not require further excavation of 204 Cak Street if the actions in this
ROD are inplenented and the proposed use of the property is not changed

Concern #13: What is the atnospheric duration period for the contam nants of concern and
are they simlar to insecticides used in the yard which have a tendency to
stay in the air

EPA Response: Very few of the chemcals of concern at the site are considered to be volatile
based on a Henry's Law constant greater than 10E-5. The ones that nmet this criteria were found
in surface soil very infrequently or at |ow (ng/kg) concentrations. Therefore, no build up in
anbi ent air of vapor concentrations to levels of any health concern woul d be considered |ikely.
Many of the chemicals of concern would be expected to bond to soil particles and woul d becone
airborne with dust due to wind action. Again, the soil level are at |ow concentrations and air
concentrations of particle bound substances woul d be expected to be extrenely | ow and of no
heal th concern. As an additional precaution, EPA will require dust suppression neasures to be
applied during the construction activities.

Concern #14: There was one comrent which confused the 48 contaminants of potential
concern in the Baseline R sk Assessnent with the Contam nants of Concern
for QU #2. The comrentor was concerned that we weren't considering all of
the contam nants.

EPA Response: EPA has sanpling results fromthe QU #2 properti es which were analyzed for a ful
scan of netals, sem-volatile organics, and pesticides/PCBs. These scans are able to detect
approxi mately 150 different contam nants that may be present in a particular sanple tested. The
chemcals detected in QU #2 sanpling in surface soils were elinmnated fromfurther consideration
only if: 1) chemicals were detected in |l ess than 5% ofthe sanpl es anal yzed or; 2) the detected
concentration of the chemcal in the soil is simlar to background concentrations.

The chemi cal s of concern (COCs) are those contam nants whi ch show an unacceptabl e risk once the
ri sk assessnent is conplete. The 48 chemcals of potential concern (COPCs) in the Operable Unit
#1 ROD were screened based on the sanpling results fromthe groundwater. Perfornmance standards
are set for 17 of those which were of concern tCOCs) after the risk assessnment. There were 24
COPCs which were carried through the risk assessnent for the QU #2 properties. O these, 22 are
of concern for QU #2 and have perfornmance standards set by this ROD. Each tine an eval uation of
risks is perforned in a risk assessnent, there is a process used to devel op perfornance
standards for those chenicals which are of concern

Concern #15: There was a comment whi ch expressed concern over the consideration of a
toxic waste landfill on the forner Wol fol k property.

EPA Response: EPA is considering the placenment of a landfill on the former Wol fol k property.
Alternative #3 evaluated the potential to dispose of QU #2 contam nation in the on-site
landfill. This has not been chosen as the renedy for QU #2. This issue will be revisited and
evaluated in future Qperable Units.

Concern #16: Many concerns were raised by the public regarding their health.
EPA Response: EPA is not qualified to discuss health aspects. However, EPA has referred these
individuals with particular health concerns to the Agency for Toxic Substances and D sease

Regi stry (ATSDR). ATSDR provi des assistance to EPA on health-rel ated i ssues at Superfund sites.

Concern #17: There was a question on how EPA coul d i ssue a record of decision before
other portions of the site were conplete



EPA Response: EPA has the ability to divide the site into different portions (e.g. area
different nmedia) in order to facilitate renediation of portions of the site Actions for all of
the portions nust, however, be consistent. For exanple, EPA does not have to pick a renedy for
the groundwater at the same tine as is chosen for the soils. However, the soils nust be cl eaned
to a level which would not recontam nate the groundwater. At the Wolfolk site, there are
currently three portions, or Qperable Units, to the renediation: the groundwater, the soils on
t he proposed redevel opnent properties, and the renaining sources of contami nation at the site

Concern #18: Wat is the basis for different action | evels between Wol fol k Chem cal and
ot her EPA sites across the nation

EPA Response: The baseline risk assessnent and renedi al actions at Superfund NPL sites are site
specific Neither of these docunents are precedent setting for decisions at other sites since
many factors are involved in the final decision. The aspect that must be consistent is that
Agency action nust be protective of human health and the environnent.

Concern #19: It appears that the | evel chosen as the renmedi ation | evel at Wol fol k was
based on sonething other than true | ocal background (uninfluenced by the
site) if you conpare the sanpling results of the backfill to the screening

| evel s used by CBC in the wi sk assessnent.

EPA Response: The sanpling results of the backfill are not a true representation of background
at the site. Backfill was chosen specifically to ensure that no further cleanup woul d be
required on these properties and, therefore, does not give an adequate reflection of true
background. The action |evel chosen for the arsenic renoval action in residential areas near
the site was based on protective levels in children for the systemc toxicity effects of
arsenic. This level was also within the Superfund lifetime protective |evel for skin cancer
that may be associated with oral ingestion of contam nated soils.

Concern #20: Does QU #2 neet with the ARAR Georgia's Hazardous Site Response Act.

EPA Response: The HSRA was considered in devel oping action levels for this operable unit, but
it was not considered an ARAR  However, EPA believes that the QU #2 performance standards are
consi stent with HSRA and GaEPD has deferred to EPA on the efficacy of the ROD.

Concern #21: Lead arsenate: Wiy is |ead and arsenic not added as per HSRA? Lead
arsenate is stable and insoluble until placed in a | ow pH environnent. This
nakes it available in the soil or house dust environment where the receptor
may be the human stonach.

EPA Response: There is no toxicological or programmati ¢ basis for addi ng together the | ead and
arsenic levels in soil sanples relative to obtaining a single intake level. Lead and arsenic
are believed to have independent adverse effects. |In addition, there is no conbined

| ead/ arseni ¢ reference dose to conpare such a value for obtaining a coormon hazard i ndex.

Concern #22: Lead: The continued failure of EPA to force consideration of the inpacts of
| ead on the hazard index at Wol fol k has becone unacceptable. Wat is the
risk action level for lead? The 1993 Ri sk Assessnent indicates that up to 4.2%
of the children exposed to off-site soils would be expected to have bl ood | ead
| evel s above 10ug/dL of blood. This assunption ignores that the hones may
be nmuch nore contamnated with I ead than the soil

EPA Response: Lead risk cannot be eval uated through the cal culation of a Hazard I ndex since the
EPA has not established a reference dose for |lead. EPA has evaluated the soil lead level in the



residential area using a pharnacokinetic nodel consistent with OSVER gui dance. This node
integrates | ead exposure fromall najor sources including house dust and yields a protective
default soil lead | evel of 400 ng/kg. The nodel is not appropriate for the evaluation of |ead
risk for children in non-residential exposure scenarios or for adults in any exposure scenario
EPA currently has no gui dance on a net hodol ogy for determining protective |levels for these
receptors. Traditionally the Superfund program has considered surface soil lead levels in the
range of 500 to 1000 ng/ kg as protective. This position was based on earlier work by the
Centers of Disease Control and Prevention that indicated blood | ead | evel s do not increase from
exposure to contamnated soil until the soil lead | evel exceeds this range. The clean up goa
based on ground water protection is 625 ng/kg conpared to a maxi num detected | evel of 570 ng/kg
and a nean of 193 ng/kg in surface soils sanples collected in the QU #2 area. These levels are
believed to be protective for all receptors evaluated in the Baseline R sk Assessnent ¢BRA)
Addendum and revised risk calculations. |t should also be stated here that there is concern
that additional sources uf lead nay exist in the residential area, i.e. chips froml ead-based
paint used in the hones. EPA initiated an effort to have children living in the area tested for
bl ood I ead | evels. No evidence of elevated blood | ead | evels was shown in the test results.

Concern #23: Arsenic: The slope factor...Taiwanese studies...arsenic perfornmance standard
based on groundwater Protection. In the ROD QU #1 the slope factor for
arsenic was 1.8 ny/ kg/ day, why was this change for QU #2 to 1.5 ny/ kg/ day.

EPA Response: EPA considers arsenic a substance that can cause cancer and systemc toxicity in
humans. Its human carcinogenicity is nost strongly supported fromstudies in snelter workers
with lung cancer. The evidence for arsenic as a skin carcinogen fromoral ingestion of

contam nated drinking water is less well supported and is based primarily on studies of an
exposed popul ation in Taiwan. Qher studies of popul ati ons exposed to arseni ¢ contani nated
drinki ng water have not shown an association with el evated cancer rates. Very little data exist
on cancer or any other toxic effects fromexposure to arsenic contamnated soil. Arsenic isa
natural constituent of the earths crust and it can be safely assumed that manki nd has al ways had
sone exposure to this substance. There are published scientific studies that indicate that the
body can readily detoxify daily arsenic intake levels up to 200 mcrograns. There is also
suggestive evidence that traces of arsenic in the diet nmay be essential for good health
Therefore, the level of arsenic in soil that poses an adverse health effect is not obvious.

EPA has chosen to base the action level for arsenic in soil at this site on a protective
level for a child against systemc toxicity effect when conpared to a conservative reference
level. This level is also protective for a person exposed to the site for 30 years agai nst
cancer effects at the Agency's upperbound risk | evel of between 1 additional chance in 10,000 to
1 additional chance in 1,000,000. The upper bound cancer risk is calculated by using the cancer
sl ope factor value of 1.5 (ng/kg/day)-1 that was recently placed in EPA's | RIS dat abase

Concern #24: It appears that the val ance state of the netals and pH of the nmedi um have
been ignored throughout the entire cleanup and each of it's phases. The
exanpl e given was arsenic

EPA Response: The netal cation is considered as the toxic conponent of heavy netal conpounds
The I RIS database contains toxicity information on the netals per se. The netal species and
formpresent at the site tend to have inportance relative to bioavailability. |In consideration
of the risk determnation of the prinmary toxic netal at this site, arsenic, bioavailability was
considered to be 80% This assunption conpares with published levels typically in the 30 to 50%
range

Concern #25: Final Appendix A- Wiat happened to the future off-site child? It also
appears that the current off-site child will still be the off-site child under



future conditions, probably the child trespasser, and the future child patron
This woul d appear to be the nost sensitive receptor about whom we shoul d
be concerned. What about the off-site child receptor during construction?

EPA Response: The risk |levels have been calculated for the current off-site child resident, the
current off-site child trespasser onto the site, and the future child patron of the library. No
risk levels were found to be at unacceptable levels. Future exposure to off-site child
residents during library construction is not expected to increase due to the requirenent for
dust suppressi on neasures during the construction period. The future off-site child resident
was believed to have | ess exposure than the current off-site resident due to the proposed use of
the property (i.e. coverage of soil by buildings, paving, or 6" of topsoil).

Concern #26: W respectfully request that EPA undertake extraction tests (e.g. TCLP) to
sinmul ate bioavailabilities of |ead and arsenic on the site

EPA Response: EPA believes it has applied conservative assunptions to its evaluation of |ead
and arsenic risk and does not anticipate conducting further bioavailability tests. Solubility
tests do not equate to bioavailability tests. To truly conduct meani ngful site specific

bi cavailability tests for Iead and arsenic, in vivo feeding studies in an appropriate ani mal
species woul d be required. Such studies woul d be expensive, tinme consum ng, and often do not
produce definitive results.

Concern #27: Can EPA ignore state and comunity issues, such as in-comunity landfill,
per manent storage of dioxin, or leaving the current arsenic and | ead | andfil
in place?

EPA Response: EPA nust consider all of the comments it receives before selecting a renedy. |If
an alternative did not neet with state and | ocal concerns, EPA would first attenpt to resolve
those concerns. However, if no acceptable alternative were available, EPA m ght have no ot her
option than to chose a renedy w thout state and/or comunity acceptance. EPA m ght, however, be
able to nodify an unacceptable alternative to address specific community concerns. The specific
concerns in this comment are issues that EPA will seek community input to in all future operable
units.

Concern #28: What will happen with the renmaining residentially zoned properties?

EPA Response: EPA will address the renmai ning contam nated residential properties in future
operable units and in the renoval action

Concern #29: Where are the plans show ng 85% coverage at the library site by inpervious
surfaces? Wien will these sites actually be redevel oped? WII this big blank
actual Iy be redevel oped?

EPA Response: EPA has used prelimnary drawi ngs of the proposed library, adult education
center, and Fort Valley Redevel opnent Authority projects to estinmate the 80% coverage. These
drawi ngs are available fromthe local entities or copies can be obtained fromEPA  The
tinme-frame for redevel opnent of these properties is approxinately three years after signing of
this record of Decision. EPA believes that the redevel opnent project will proceed as pl anned;
however, if it does not, EPA can re-evaluate this ROD in the future.

Concern #30: What is the paving percentage on the other sites? |Is EPA funding the
r edevel opnent project?

EPA Response: The paving percentage for the site as a whole is 80% not on individua



properties. Funding for redevel opnent is explained in concern #1. EPA funding is not being used
for the redevel opment project.

Concern #31: Wiy has zinc been ignored in the Final Baseline R sk Assessnent (BRA)
considering its known wildlife effects?

EPA Response: There are no ecol ogi cal chem cals of concern for QU#2 since the planned
devel opnent of the property will not provide an ecol ogi cal habitat. However, clean up levels
for COCs protective of human receptors are believed to be protective for terrestrial species.

Concern #32: A statenment nade in the BRA addendum on page 3-3, in the |ast paragraph
was not found in the reference provided. The nunber given was 10 tines
hi gher than that used by CDC and EPA in other docunents

EPA Response: The statenment referred to in the BRA Addendumis not the basis for any site
decision on lead. The lead soil screening | evel and the | EUBK(Integrated Exposure Uptake

Bi oki netic) nodel default for soil lead is 400 ppm Decisions on acceptable lead levels at a
Superfund site are based on site-specific application of the | EUBK nodel for protection of
children or ground water protection nodel ed val ues.

Concern #33: The soil to dust default value of 0.70 is not supported, since testing of dust in
many hones shows |evels of arsenic and | ead greatly exceeding the property
soil levels. There is also an assunption that coverage of the soil with paving
will reduce the fraction of soil ingested. This is then corrected by 0.70 to
account for the amount of dust contributed by the outdoor soil to house dust.
It woul d appear that the nmultiplication of both factors may-be under-
estimating the effect since outdoor dust in the library would probably still be
generated nmainly by the unpaved areas. The commentor, also didn't think
that anyone has denonstrated that cutting the i nmedi ate area of
contam nated soil exposed to air by 50%w Il result in a concentration drop
in indoor dust of 50%

EPA Response: The 0.70 soil dust default value is presented in the "Qui dance Manual for the

I ntegrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Mddel for Lead in Children" as appropriate for

nei ghbor hoods or residences in which | oose particles of surface soil are readily transported
into a house. EPA believes an appropriate assunption for indoor dust is 70% conprised of soi
frominmrediately outside a building in areas where no other significant sources of the

contam nants exist, e.g. |ead-based paint chips in a building. For QU #2, EPA further believes
that half of this value, i.e. 35% is an appropriate assunption for the portion of |ocal soi

that woul d conprise the soil exposure in buildings associated with the redevel opnent plan. This
is based on the assunption that 85% of the redevel oped area will be covered by buil di ngs,

paving, or 6" of topsoil. Therefore, indoor dust is conprised of considerably less soil fromQU
#2 areas.
Concern #34: |In 1977, Dutkiew cz showed extensive del ayed uptake of arsenic by mce, with

skin binding occurring as nmuch as 24 hours before appearance of arsenic in

bl ood, liver, etc. This suggests caution in projecting no dermal effect if the

arseni c/skin contact is under noist conditions. Children playing in nuddy
bare yards or ditches nmay be absorbing arsenic at sonme significant rate

EPA Response: The BRA Addendum considered risk to the COCs fromingestion, inhalation and
dermal uptake. The exposure assunptions are shown in the docunent and are believed to be
appropri ate.



Concern #35: The key assunptions for the child trespasser appear distorted. The child is
assuned to weigh 40 kg and to respire only 5 nB of air. Mre reasonable
nunbers for the average trespasser would be 30 kg and 20 nB since these
children woul d be netabolically active. This significantly changes the
rel ati onshi p of body wei ght and inhalation by a factor of 1.33 x 4 = 5.32
Simlarly if soil is nmoved by air to the off-site child, as assuned, it wll
al so contam nate surfaces in it's environment. No soil via ingestion or skin
was assuned. The value used for the child trespasser or some significant
fraction thereof should be used. Child patron paraneters are biased to
produce a | ower ng/kg/day value. The commentator woul d suggest a bal ance
for the child of 30 kg weight, 200 ng soil/day, and 20 nB8 of air ventil ated/ day
since children of this age have high netabolic rates.

EPA Response: The air intake assunption presented in the BRA Addendum was uncl ear and EPA
bel i eves has been mi sunderstood by the commentor. The 5 nB/d val ue shown does not represent the
daily ventilation rate but rather the amobunt of air intake for the assuned period of tine on
site (a few hours) for both the current child trespasser and the future child patron. The
assuned wei ght (40 kg, which is the 90th percentile for 10 year old child) an older child
trespasser or patron is appropriate for determning the exposure and risk for this receptor
group. EPA also considers 100 ng daily soil ingestion a conservative assunption for this age

group

Concern #36: The baseline risk assessnent did not consider or evaluate the past exposure
of off-site residents or on-site workers. Aren't such exposures inportant?

EPA Response: The purpose of the baseline risk assessnent is to evaluate the risk to current
and future receptors to environmental nedia for the contam nants at the site at the current
concentration level. It is not the objective of the BRAto calculate risk from past exposure
and woul d likely be inpossible since historical nmedia concentrations and, therefore, exposure
| evel s are not known.

Concern #37: It appears a "hot spot analysis" woul d have been nore appropriate and why
wasn't this chosen?

EPA Response: Exposure determnations for receptors are based on nedia concentrations of the
contam nants of concern within an exposure unit. An exposure unit is that environnent that the
receptor will contact generally in a random fashi on throughout the exposure frequency assuned in
the baseline risk assessnent. Hot spots of contam nation may be sufficiently large to conprise
an exposure unit and if so the risk to the hot spot will be determned. For the QU #2
assessnent, the entire area was assuned to be the exposure unit. The upper confidence limt on
the average or the maxi num concentrati on was used to obtain the exposure point concentration
This was a very conservative assunption for the child trespasser and the patron considering the
likely soil exposure patterns

Concern #38: The risk assessnent authors reduced the TCDD (di oxin) slope factor by 15
fold. Does EPA agree with this?

EPA Response: Dioxin contamination is not an issue for QU #2. However, for informationa
purposes, EPA has not changed the cancer slope factor (potency assunption) for dioxin. A
rigorous reassessnent of the carcinogenicity and toxicity of dioxins and furans is currently
underway by EPA

Concern #39: Was the cunulative risk to all the site contam nants taken into consideration
by EPA



EPA Response: The BRA Addendum and the subsequent risk cal cul ati ons eval uated the cumul ative
risk for six assuned current and future receptors across all COCs and the ingestion, inhalation,
and dernal routes of exposure. The greatest calcul ated cunul ati ve excess cancer risk was for
the future institutional worker at the level of 2xl10-5, well within EPA's protective risk range
of 1x10-4 to 1x10-6. Al six receptors had cunul ative non-cancer risk |levels bel ow EPA' s
protective level of a calculated hazard i ndex of 1.0.

V. Concerns to be Addressed in the Future

The Prospective Purchaser Agreenent will enable EPA to follow and enforce the redevel opnent
activities and ensure that the renedy is inplenented. EPA will| address house-dust concerns as
part of future operable units and in the renoval action. CGC has submtted a response to EPA
comments on the feasibility study for QU #3. Revi ew of these responses are schedul ed for
Cctober, 1995. EPA will continue to work with the Fort Valley community to get input on future
renedi ati on deci si ons.



APPENDI X B

APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS ( ARAR)

AND

" TO- BE- CONSI DERED" GUI DANCE
WOOLFOLK CHEM CAL WORKS SI TE,

RECORD OF DECI SI ON, OPERABLE UNI T #2

Item

SDWA MCLs and MCLGs

CGeorgi a requi renents
regarding the cl osure of
abandoned wel | s

Georgia rules for air quality
control

OSHA- Wor ker Protection

Nati onal Archaeol ogi cal and
Hi storical Preservation Act

Integrated Ri sk Information
System (I RI'S) Tabl es

Record of Deci sion,

Type

Cheni cal - Specfic
Rel evant and
Appropri ate

Acti on- Specific
Appl i cabl e

Action-Specific
Appl i cabl e

Acti on- Specific
Appl icabl e

Locati on- Specific
Potential ly
Appl i cabl e

Chemi cal - Specific
To Be Consi dered

Appendi x B

Operable Unit #2, Wol fol k Cheni cal

ARARs AND "TO BE CONSI DERED"
Prerequisites

Property neets soil
concentration that will
protect the groundwater

aqui fers from exceedi ng these
val ues based on | eachi ng.

Vel |'s requiring abandonnment
may be encount ered.

Excavation and Construction.

Excavation and Construction.

Shoul d scientific,
prehistorical, historical
artifacts be found at the site,
this could be applicable.

This could apply to historical
bui | di ng.

Property neets standards
whi ch ensure risk levels
identified in IRIS are not
exceeded.

Wor ks

Description

Groundwater protection criteria are established that
wi Il protect the groundwater resources.

State requirenments for closure of abandoned wells.

State requirenents for air quality control

Wor ker protection requirenents.

If actions were to cause irreparable harm |oss, or
destruction of significant artifacts, then recover or
preservation of the artifacts would be required.

IRI'S provides health risk information for specific
chemical s.

Citation

40 CFR 141

Vater Well
St andards Act of
1991, OCGA 12-5-
120 et. seq.

GA Rule 391-3-1
29 CFR 1910
29 CFR 1926

36 CFR 65

1994, Online. EPA
Ofice of Health

and Environnent al
Assessment



Item

Heal th Effects Assessnent
Sunmmary Tabl es ( HEAST)

Ri sk Assessnent Gui dance
for Superfund, Volune 1,
"Standard Default Exposure
Fact ors"

Georgia Rules for
Hazardous Site Response,
Chapter 391-3-19-.07 (Risk
Reducti on Standards)

Georgia Rules for
Hazar dous Response,
Chapter 391-3-19-.08
(Property Notices)

Type Prerequisites

Chemi cal - Specific
To Be Consi dered

Property neets standards

whi ch ensure risk levels

identified in HEAST are not
exceeded.

Property neets standards

whi ch ensure exposure |evels
identified in guidance are not
exceeded.

Chemi cal - Specific
To Be Consi dered

Chemi cal - and
Acti on- Specific
To Be Consi dered

Acti on- Specific
To be Consi dered

Description

HEAST provides health effects information for
specific chem cal s.

Exposure factors are provided for use in
devel opi ng ri sk assessnents.

The Ri sk Reduction Standards for Hazardous Site
Cl eanups under state |aw.

The Property Notice requirements for Hazardous
Site d eanups under state |aw.

Ctation

1993. EPA Ofice
of Solid Waste and
Ener gency
Response

March 25, 1991
EPA gui dance
docunent PB91-
921314

Chapter 391-3-19,
Rul es of the
Georgi a

Depart ment of

Nat ural Resources

Chapter 391-3-19,
Rul es of the
Georgi a

Depart ment of

Nat ural Resources



APPENDI X C:

STATE LETTER

Georgia Departnent O Natural Resources

205 Butler Street, S.E, Suite 1154, Atlanta, Georgi a 30334
Lonice C. Barrett, Conm ssioner

Envi ronmental Protection D vision

Harold F. Rehels, Director

404/ 656- 7802

Sept enber 29, 1995

M. Ti not hy Wol heat er

Renmedi al Project Manager

Sout h Superfund Renedi al Brauch
USEPA Region |V

345 Courtland Street, NE
Atlanta, Ceorgia 30365

Re: Woolfolk Chemcal Wrks NPL Site

Dear M. Wol heater:

Thank you for your letter dated Septenber 28, 1995, regarding the draft Record of Decision
(RCD) for Qperable Unit #2 (QU2). In the letter you requested EPD concurrence with the ROD.

We have reviewed the technical data and plans associated with the draft ROD; al so, we have
reviewed ATSDR s Health Consultati on dated Septenber 28, 1995. G ven the very significant

| evel of federal expertise involved in devel opnent of the draft ROD, EPD is deferring to EPA' s
judgrent regarding the efficacy of the ROD for QU2.

Pl ease tel ephone ne at 656-7802 ff you have questi ons.

Si ncerely,

<I MG SRC 0495240D>

Jenni fer R Kaduck

Chi ef

Hazar dous Waste Managenent Branch

JRK/ dm
c: Bill Mindy
Har ol d Rebel s



